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Flor. B. M. Syr. Add. 
12154 [Syr.] 


Flor. B. M. Syr. Add. 
12155 [Syr.] 


Flor. B. M. Syr. Add. 
12156 [Syr.] 


Flor. Cyr. 


Flor. Edes. [Syr.] 
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Flor. Marc. 573 
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Gelasius, De Duab. 
Nat. [Lat.] 


Geo. Kaph., Ep. ad 
Mina [Syr.] 
Innoc. Mar. [Lat.] 


Joan. Caes., Apol. 
Conc. Chalc. [Gk. 
and Syr.] 
Adv. Aphthart. 
Ctr. Mon. 


Joan. Cass., De Inc. 
Dom. [Lat.] 


Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac. 


A monophysite florilegium in a manuscript of the eighth or 
ninth century; cf. W. Wright, Catalogue of Syriac Manuscripts 
in the British Museum II (London, 1871), 976-89. (f. 18: 
publ. by J. B. Pitra, Analecta Sacra IV (Paris, 1883), 183). 
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incorporating florilegia of Timothy Aelurus (q.v.). cf. Wright 
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Florilegium Cyrillianum (Le Florilége Cyrillien refuté 

Par Sévére d' Antioche): ed. R. Hespel, BMus 37 (Louvain, 
1955). 

Florilegium in cod. B. M. Syr. Add. 12156, ff. 69-80: ed. 

I. Rucker, Florilegium Edessenum Anonymum, SBAW 

(1933), 5. 

Florilegium in cod. Moscow Lenin 131 (Fund. 339), ff. 
159-23“. 
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Fulgentius of Ruspe, Epistulae: ed. J. Fraipont, CCL 91, 
189-444; cf. also PL 65, 303-498. 

Pope Gelasius I, De duabus naturis in Christo, adversus 
Eutychem et Nestorium: ed. A. Thiel Epistulae Romanorum 
Pontificum Genuinae 1 (Braunsberg, 1868), 530-57; cf. also 
E. Schwartz, Publizistische Sammlungen zum Acacianischen 
Schisma (ABAW ке 10: Munich, 1934), 85-106. 


George of Kaphra, Ep. ad Mina: tr. O. Braun, Das Buch der 
Synhados (Stuttgart and Vienna, 1900), 348-71. 

Innocent of Maroneia, Ep. ad Thomam Presbyterum, de 
collatione cum Severianis habita: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 
169-84. 


John of Caesaraea, Apologia Concilii Chalcedonensis, 
Fragments: ed. M. Richard CCG 1, 6-58. 


Adversus Aphthartodocetas: ibid. 69-78. 
Capitula XVII contra Monophysitas: ibid. 61-6. 


John Cassian, De Incarnatione Domini: ed. M. Petschenig, 
CSEL 17; cf. also PL 50, 9-272. 


John Damascene, Contra Jacobitas: ed. Bonifatius Kotter, 
Die Schriften des hl. Johannes von Damaskos IV (Berlin, 1981), 
109-53. 
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Joan. Max., Lib. Fid. 
[Lat.] 


Just., Ctr. Mon. 


Conf. Rect. Fid. 
Ctr. Tr. Cap. 


Leo, Tomus I 


Tomus II [Flor. in 
Lat] 
Leont. Byz., CNE 


AFA 
CA 
DTN 


Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon. 
Max. Conf., Ep. 15 
Nest., Sermones 
Niceph., Antirrh. П 

Antirrh. IV 
Pamph. 


Pelagius II, Ep.3 ad 
Episc. Histr. [Lat.] 


Petrus Diaconus et al., 
Epist. ad Episc. [Lat.] 


Ps.-Joan. Mar. [Syr.] 


John Maxentius, Libellus Fidei: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 
3-10; cf. also PG 86, 79-86. 

Justinian, Contra Monophysitas (Schreiben an Alexandrinische 
Mönche): ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften 
Justinians (ABAW, NE 8 (Munich, 1939), 5-43); cf. also PG 86, 
1104-45. 

Confessio Rectae Fidei (Edikt über den rechten Glauben): 

ed. E. Schwartz, ibid. 72-111; cf. also PG 86, 993-1035. 
Contra Tria Capitula: ed. E. Schwartz, ibid. 47-69; cf. also PG 
86, 1041-95. 

Pope Leo I, Tomus ad Flavianum (= Ep. 28): in Conc. Chalc., 
Acta, ed. E. Schwartz, ACO II, 1, 1, 10-20; cf. also PL 54, 
755-82. 

Tomus ad Leonem Augustum (= Ep. 165): ibid., ACO II, 4, 
113-31; cf. also PL 54, 1155-90. 

Leontius of Byzantium, Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos: 
this vol., pp. 1-74. 

Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum: this vol., pp. 201-25. 
Contra Aphthartodocetas: this vol., pp. 109-44. 

Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos: this vol., 

pp. 145-200. 

Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Monophysitas PG 86, 
1769-901. 

Maximus Confessor, Ep. 15, ad Cosmam Diaconum: PG 91, 
544-76. 

Nestorius, Sermones: ed. F. Loofs, Nestoriana: die Fragments 
des Nestorius (Halle, 1905). 

Nicephorus the Patriarch, Antirrhetica II: ed. J. B. Pitra, 
Spicilegium Solesmense I (Paris, 1852), 302-70. 

Antirrhetica IV: part 1: ibid. 371-503; part 2: ibid. IV 

(Paris, 1858), 292-380. 

Pamphilus of Jerusalem, Quaestiones et Responsiones: 

ed. José Declerck, CCG 19. 

Pope Pelagius II, Epistula 3 ad Episcopos Histriae: ed. E. 
Schwartz, ACO IV, 2, 112, 1. 15-132, 1.37; cf. also PL 72, 
715-38. 

Peter the Deacon and others, Epistula ad Episcopos (included 


among the works of Fulgentius of Ruspe): ed. J. Fraipont, 
CCL 915, 551-62; cf. also PL 65, 442-51. 


Pseudo-John Maron, Libellus Fidei: ed. Michael Breydy, 
CSCO 497-8 (Leuven, 1988). 
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Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. 
de Corr. et Incorr. 


Rust. Diac., Syn. [Lat.] 


“Sermo maior de Fide” 


Sev. Ant., ad Neph, 
[Syr.] 
Ad Serg. [Syr.] 


Antiljul. [Syr.] 


Ctr. Gram. [Syr.] 


Exp. Fid. 

Phil. [Syr.] 
Syn. Hispal. [Lat.] 
Syn. Lat. [Gr. and Lat.] 
Syn. Sel. Ctes. [Syr.] 
Thdt., Eran. 

Haer. Fab. Comp. 
Theod. bar Koni, Lib. 
Schol [Syr.] 


Theor., Disp. I 


Disp. II 


Tim. Ael., Ep. de Isaia 


[Syr.] 


Pseudo-Leontius of Byzantium, Florilegium de Corruptibili 
et Incorruptibili, in cod. Vatopedi 236: for contents and partial 
publication, cf. M. Richard, Le Muséon 86 (1973), 249-73. 


Rusticus Diaconus, Synodicon (= Coll. Cas.): ed. E. Schwartz, 
ACO I, 3-4. 


Pseudo-Athanasius, "Sermo maior de Fide” (florilegium in 
cod. Laur. Gr. IV, 23): ed. E. Schwartz, SBAW (1924), 6. 


Severus of Antioch, Orationes ad Nephalium: ed. and tr. 
J. Lebon, CSCO Script. Syr. IV, 7 (Louvain, 1949). 


Epistulae ad Sergium: ed. and tr. J. Lebon, CSCO Script. 
Syr. IV, 7 (Louvain, 1949). 

Antijulianistica (La Polémique Antijulianiste) I-III: ed. 
and tr. R. Hespel, CSCO Script. Syr. 104-5, 124-7, 136-7 
(Louvain, 1964-71). 


Liber contra Impium Grammaticum: ed. and tr. J. Lebon: Orat. 
I-II: CSCO Script. Syr. 58-9 (Louvain, 1952); Orat. III, 1: 
CSCO Script. Syr IV, 5 (Louvain, 1929); Orat. Ш, 2: CSCO 
Script. Syr. IV, 6 (Paris, 1933). 
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Introduction 


I. THE AUTHOR AND HIS TIMES 


Modern attempts to speak of the person of Jesus within the framework of the 
Christian tradition usually begin with the dense, technically worded formula- 
tion produced, after several decades of heated controversy, by the Council of 
Chalcedon in the year 451; for most Christians, this statement provides the 
necessary foundation for an orthodox understanding of who and what Jesus is. 
There, after reviewing the earlier creedal formulas for Christian theism prom- 
ulgated by the Councils of Nicaea (325) and Constantinople (381), which pres- 
ent, in summary form, the biblically based narrative of creation, Incarnation, 
and Christian hope, and after reviewing the more sharply focused questions 
about the personal identity of Christ that had arisen, mainly in the Greek- 
speaking world, in the years since the Council of Constantinople, the bishops at 
Chalcedon added their own terse, carefully balanced attempt to express clearly 
how the Churches, building on that classical base, must understand Jesus: 


Following, then, the holy Fathers, we have all learned to confess with one voice that our 
Lord Jesus Christ is one and the same Son: the same one complete in his divinity and 
complete in his humanity, the same one truly God and truly human, with rational soul 
and body; of one substance with the Father in his divinity, the same one of one substance 
with us in his humanity, “like us in all respects apart from sin”...; recognized in two 
natures without confusion, without alteration, without division, without separation, in 
such a way that the distinction of his natures is never destroyed by their union, but 
rather that the particular character of each nature comes together to form one persona 
and one hypostasis—something not divided or distinguished into two personae, but one 
and the same only-begotten Son, God the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ ...! 


Much has been written, and continues to be written, about the import of this 
statement for Christan faith and practice; about the historical context, origins, 
and intended signification of the terms being used; and about the complex 
history of the reception and theological use of the statement, especially in the 
three or four centuries immediately following its formulation. Carefully crafted 
to reflect the language and emphases of a number of different voices in the 


* Council of Chalcedon, Formula of faith, in G. Alberigo and N. P. Tanner (eds.), Decrees of the 
Ecumenical Councils 1 (London and Washington, DC, 1990), 86. For a careful analysis of the 
terminology of this famous definition and its intended meaning, see esp. André de Halleux, “La 
Definition christologique de Chalcédoine,’ Revue théologique de Louvain 7 (1976), 3-23. 
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debates about the person of Christ during the late fourth and early fifth 
centuries, the Chalcedonian formulation was—and still is—capable of a variety 
of interpretations. It can be read as a cautious affirmation of the emphasis Cyril 
of Alexandria had increasingly articulated, on Christ’s personal, subjective 
unity as Son of God and divine Savior, during his long debate with Nestorius 
and his followers in the two decades after 429; it can also be read as an attempt 
to express, in widely acceptable terms, the symmetry and balance Christians 
recognize between Christ's human and divine characteristics, as the theologians 
and exegetes of the Antiochene tradition had stressed. Taken by ityself, the text 
seems to reflect a studied ambiguity. 

And as is well known, the immediate effect of Chalcedon’s formula was not 
to be the basis for reconciliation among dissenting parties in the Churches of 
the Eastern Empire—despite the fact that, with the sanction of the imperial 
government, it immediately attained the force of law. The statement came, 
instead, to be the cause of even more long-lasting and bitter divisions. To many 
Christians in Syria, Palestine, and Egypt, it was simply Nestorian Christology 
thinly disguised—the triumph of a way of thinking about Jesus that focused on 
the irreconcilable differences between his full human reality and the Mystery of 
God that he personally revealed; to others, intellectual heirs of the Antiochene 
school, it seems to have represented compromise and pious obscurantism, and 
pointed up the need to be still more explicit about not confusing God and the 
human in the person and work of Jesus. During the reigns of the emperors 
Zeno (474-91) and his successor Anastasius I (491—518), imperial policy was 
clearly leaning away from relying on the Chalcedonian formula to bring 
about a religious reconciliation in the East, even though no later emperor ever 
formally disowned what Chalcedon had produced. 

In the second decade of the sixth century, the direction of official theology 
changed. The emperor Justin (518-27), along with his gifted, ambitious, theo- 
logically learned nephew and successor Justinian (527-65), tried to rebuild 
consensus through ecclesiastical diplomacy, through negotiation, and through 
promoting a careful, subtly expressed reinterpretation and even a rephrasing of 
the Chalcedonian portrait of Christ, which made the Council's language appear 
to be more unambiguously friendly to the vision of Cyril of Alexandria than 
had been obvious before. This attempt to recast Chalcedon in more unitive, 
Word-centered terms has been called by some modern Western scholars 
*neo-Chalcedonian" Christology? And while the term has not been universally 
accepted—especially by those who want to emphasize doctrinal continuity 
and consistency in the Church’s classical pronouncements—the reality of 
an increasingly unitive, increasingly God-centered interpretation of what 


2 See p. 13 and n. 73. 
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Chalcedon had said about the person of Christ is clearly expressed in the writ- 
ings of such sixth-century theologians as John of Caesaraea, Ephrem of Amida, 
and the emperor Justinian himself, as well as by such Latin writers as John 
Maxentius and the celebrated “Scythian monks,’ who campaigned together in 
East and West for such an understanding of Christ in the 520s. This approach 
to receiving and expressing Chalcedonian Christology became official Church 
doctrine—and imperial law—with the decrees and canons of the Second 
Council of Constantinople, in 553.? 

The late fifth to early sixth century, then—the century between Chalcedon 
and Constantinople II—was a time of enormous importance for the develop- 
ment of Christian theology and institutions, mainly centered on the continuing 
reception of Chalcedon’s vision of Christ. Christian theology, from the mid- 
fifth century on, was characterized to an unusual degree by a new, "scholastic" 
style of thought and expression: by a rhetoric and a style of argument derived 
more from academic debates than from ecclesiastical preaching or polemics. 
Question-and-answer format, sets of theses or provocatively formulated state- 
ments, chains of syllogisms, and the use of massive dossiers of excerpts from 
classical Christian authorities to lend weight to an author's argument all be- 
came standard features of theological controversy. Accuracy in terminology, 
coherent argument, and theological consistency and precision became increas- 
ingly the central concern on all sides of Church debates, and the terms used 
were frequently those of the philosophical schools—especially of the Athenian 
and Alexandrian Neoplatonic commentators on Aristotle. This is the cultural 
and historical context, clearly, in which the theological writings edited here, all 
focused on defining the person and the reality of Christ, all reflecting the heat 
and intensity of sixth-century post-Chalcedonian debate, must be located. 


The six theological works associated with the name of Leontius of Byzantium 
provide little clue to the authors life or personality. Indeed, the manuscripts of 
his works give no place of origin for their author at all, but refer to him simply 


? For a full treatment of the complex events and theological currents of the century between 
Chalcedon and Constantinople II, see esp. W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of the Monophysite Movement 
(Cambridge, 1972); Patrick T. R. Gray, The Defense of Chalcedon in the East (451-553) (Leiden, 
1979); Aloys Grillmeier (with Theresia Hainthaler), Christ in Christian Tradition, 11/2 (London and 
Louisville, 1995); Carlo dell'Osso, Cristo e Logos; il Calcedonismo del VI Secolo in Oriente (Rome, 
2010). For a study specifically focused on theological developments at this period in Palestine, see 
Lorenzo Perrone, La Chiesa di Palestina e le controversie Cristologiche (Brescia, 1980). 

^ Forasurvey of these developments, especially as background for understanding the theolog- 
ical works of Boethius, see my article, "Boethius Theological Tracts and Early Byzantine Scholas- 
ticism,’ Mediaeval Studies 46 (1984), 158-91. See aso my article, "A Richer Union’: Leontius of 
Byzantium and the Relationship of Human and Divine in Christ” Studia Patristica 24 (Leuven, 
1993), esp. 244-5. 
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as a monk: “the “blessed monk Leontius;5 “the blessed hermit Leontius," 


“Leontius the ascetic?” "Abba Leontius"? And the tracts themselves do not add 
much to our information. Their author was once, we read, when still young, an 
enthusiastic member of a group of Chalcedonian Christians, whose theological 
heroes were Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia? but he was 
providentially "converted"? to a more orthodox understanding of the Church's 
official Christology. Now, apparently after some years of strenuous theological 
controversy, he has been urged by pious friends to put his own position in 
writing,!! and a “just cause,’ as well as the duties of friendship, move him to 
comply. He tells us no more, however, about what that just cause might be. 
Besides these direct autobiographical references, the works themselves give a 
few further hints to the identity, career, and date of Leontius the monk. Although 
he claims, with conventional modesty, to have had neither secular education nor 
experience as a writer,? the author of these tracts was clearly a man of consi- 
derable dialectical and philosophical training, with extraordinary sharpness of 
mind and strong theological passions. All of his extant works are polemical in 
nature. The first three treatises in the collection—the Contra Nestorianos et 
Eutychianos (CNE), the Epilyseis (Epil.) or Solutiones Argumentorum Severi, and 
the Epaporémata (Epap.) or Triginta Capita contra Severum—are undoubtedly 
directed first of all against the anti-Chalcedonian supporters of Severus of 
Antioch. The fourth tract, Contra Aphthartodocetas (CA), is aimed against 
Chalcedonians who have adopted Julian of Halicarnassus’s theory of the innate 
incorruptibility of Christ’s body. The Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 
(DTN) is a tirade against the more extreme representatives of Antiochene 
Christology. Even Leontiuss remaining work, the florilegium of extracts from 
the Apollinarian writings known as Ше Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 
(AFA), though it contains no substantial theological arguments of the authors 
own, has the polemical purpose of proving that many of the patristic proof-texts 


5 See below, p. 114, title. (Henceforth I shall refer to passages in the text of Leontius simply by 
the page and line-number in this edition.) 

6 p. 114, title (in manuscript 0). 7 p.126, title (in manuscript С). 

š p. 336, title (0). All four of these epithets could be applied almost interchangeably to a monk 
of the desert, particularly to one who had lived in the semi-eremitical community of a lavra. They 
also reflect the image associated with the author of our tracts by later writers. Sophronius of 
Jerusalem, according to Photius, quoted Aeóvrios ó тт? pnu moMretáv Kai Tov povdda. 
Blov &Aóápevos in the florilegium of his Synodikon (Photius, Bibliotheca, Cod. 231: ed. R. Henry, 
V (Paris, 1967), 66; PG 103, 1092 A5-6), and Patriarch Germanus of Constantinople refers to 
Aeóvrios 6 тв ёрӯшоо povayós (De Haer. et Syn. 33: PG 98, 72 Al-2); both references appear 
to be to our Leontius. 

° On bis membership, see p. 412, ll. 15-28; on the adherence of the group to Chalcedon, p. 416, 
Jl. 5-10; on their following of Theodore and Diodore, p. 416; p. 418, Il. 17-19; p. 440, Il. 1-2. 

? p. 412,1. 22-p. 414,1.8. и p, 116,1L 1-6, 19-21. 2 p, 414,1l. 145-7. 

в p. 116,11. 8-15. 
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used by his opponents—presumably, again, the party of Severus—are really 
taken from the writings of Apollinarius or his followers." In addition to this 
fairly well-defined set of opponents, Leontius occasionally refers in a veiled 
but more personal way to the other enemies against whom he wields his pen: 
these are “the wise ones of today (of viv софо), * the “top philosophers 
(дкрофЛоабфо); 18 who hold the traditions of the Fathers in contempt," and 
who hope, by the use of their influence at court, to “make themselves wise men 
by decree”! Clearly politics, as well as theology, is in the air. 

All of these polemical references, taken together, suggest the reign of 
Justinian, the emperor-theologian in whose court theological controversy 
seethed through all the toils of political and personal intrigue;? more specifi- 
cally, they suggest the 530s, when the controversy over Julian of Halicarnassus's 
doctrine of the incorruptibility of Christ had spread beyond Egyptian and 
Palestinian “monophysite” circles to the Byzantine Church, and when the 
emperors policy of promoting conciliation towards Severus and his followers 
had led to heated public debate between Chalcedonian and anti-Chalcedonian 
theologians.” Further, Leontiuss allusions to the Pseudo-Dionysius in the 
CNE,” and his inclusion of a passage from the De Divinis Nominibus in the 
florilegium of the CA,” make it unlikely that he was writing much before 532, 
the year of the first known reference to the Dionysian corpus within the 
Chalcedonian Church.” There are, it is true, two apparent references to Leontius 
by Byzantine writers, which suggest a somewhat later date for his writings than 
Justinian's reign, but neither of them has a strong claim to credibility as a 
source." And two references in the DTN seem to confirm a date of composition 


м p.526, Il. 1-14; p. 568,11.6-10 5 p.116,1. 12; p.126,1.3 

16 p. 126,1. 17. U p, 116, ll. 12-14; p. 126,11. 7-12 18 р.126,1.15-16 

? СЕ E. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire П (Paris, Brussels, and Amsterdam, 1949), 369-95 and 
623-90; E. Schwartz, “Zur Kirchenpolitik Justinians,” Sitzb. der bayer. Akad. der Wiss., phil-hist. 
Abt. (1940), 2, II, 32-72. 

2 СЕ Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire 11, 377-9 and п. 1, 377. 

2 СМЕ 4: p. 146, ll. 17-19; CNE 7: р. 172, ll. 15-18. 2 CA Flor., Test. I: p. 388, 1. 7—10. 

? At the so-called "Collatio cum Severianis,’ described by Ше pro-Chalcedonian Latin bishop 
Innocent of Maroneia (in Thrace), in his Epistula ad Thomam Presbyterum: ACO IV, 2, 173,11. 12-18. 

24 Те Patriarch Germanus of Constantinople (d. 733), in his De Haeresibus et Synodis 33 (PG 
98, 69 C9-72 В1)--а work notable for its confused chronology—connects both "Leontius, monk 
of the desert,’ defender of the Chalcedonian Christology, and John Philoponus, with the Patriarch 
Anastasius of Antioch (559-70, 593-8), and puts them all before his account of the reign of 
Justinian (c. 34) and the schism of Severus (c. 35)! The Byzantine historian Nicephorus Kallistos 
Xanthopoulos (c.1256-1335) makes “the monk Leontius, whom he recognizes as the author of “a 
book (against the monophysites) in 30 chapters" (cf. n. 236) and as a strong opponent of the 
Severan party, a much older contemporary of George of Pisidia (fl. 610-41) (Hist. Eccl. 18, 48: PG 
147, 428 В12-С4). As Friedrich Loofs has shown (Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen 
Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche (= TU IIL 1-2: Leipzig, 1887), 130-2), Nicephorus, too, is 
often confused about dates in the sixth and seventh centuries. 
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in the middle of Justinians reign: an allusion to Antioch, in DTN 10, as 
@eoúmoÀus; a short-lived title conferred on that city when it was rebuilt 
after the disastrous earthquake of 29 November 528,”° which provides a termi- 
nus post quem of 529; and a reference to the Council of Chalcedon as 
TeÀevraío. тооду avvóOov," which shows—as a terminus ante quem—that 
the author did not yet know of the Council of 553. In fact, since he concedes, in 
DTN 43, that Diodore of Tarsus and Theodore of Mopsuestia have not yet 
been officially condemned,” and since he makes no mention of Ibas of 
Edessa or 'Theodoret of Cyrus in his polemic against the "Nestorians" of the 
previous century, it is almost equally certain that the "collected edition" of 
Leontiuss works, as described in his Foreword or 7pofewpia, was complete 
before Justinian issued his first edict condemning the "Three Chapters" in 544 
or early 545.? 

Besides these few tantalizing hints of time and circumstance, there is little in 
the works of Leontius the monk to suggest who he was, or how his writings fit 
into the complicated theological struggles of his age. Cyril of Skythopolis 
(с.523-с.558), however, in his colorful Life of St Sabas and in other lives of early 
Palestinian monks, frequently mentions, with bitter hostility, a Palestinian monk 
named Leontius of Byzantium? who was a ringleader of the"Origenist" party in 


?5 p. 420,1.20. 
26 СЕ Theophanes, Chronographia (ed. C. De Boor, I (Leipzig, 1883), 177,1. 22-178,1. 7. 
27 DTN 42: p. 444, Il. 19-20. 8 DTN 43: p. 444,1. 27. 


2 This edict must have been issued at least several months after Justinian's edict condemning 
Origen, which was promulgated in Jerusalem in February of 543. And since Facundus of Hermiane 
(Pro Defensione Trium Capitulorum IV, 4, 8-9: CCL 90A, 124—5,11. 58-63; PL 67, 626 В4-9) tells us 
that Ephrem of Amida signed the edict against the Three Chapters under the threat of removal 
from his office as Patriarch of Antioch, and since Theophanes (Chron. I, 224-5) and other 
chroniclers place Ephrem’s death before the end of August 545, the most probable time for this 
edict seems to be 544 or the beginning of 545. Stein (Histoire du Bas-Empire IL, 634) wants to place 
the publication of the edict against the Antiochenes somewhat earlier, "vers la fin de 543 ou en 
544» since he assumes Ephrem delayed as long as possible between its publication and his signing. 
Facundus only mentions imperial pressure on Ephrem, however, not temporal delay; and the 
events that seem to have elapsed between these two theological edicts of Justinian suggest a later 
rather than an earlier date for the second of them. Cf. E. Amann, "Trois-Chapitres DThC XV 
(1947), 1889. 

2 ris Tov ... иогахфу, Buldvtios TH yete,, Aeóvrios дубиати: Vita Sabae (VS) 72: ed. 
E. Schwartz, Kyrillos von Skythopolis (= TU XLIX, 2 (Leipzig, 1939)), 176, ll. 11-12; Aedvrios 
о‘Воќаћтіоѕ: VS 74: 179,1. 9; 83: 189, Il. 1-2; 84: 190,11. 4, 8; Vita Cyriaci (VC) 13: 230, Il. 29-30. 
Cyril's monastic lives have been translated into English by Richard Price, with an introduction by 
John Binns: Cyril of Skythopolis: Lives of the Monks of Palestine (Kalamazoo, 1991). For the history 
and spirituality of Palestinian monasticism in the fifth and sixth centuries, see John Binns, Ascetics 
and Ambassadors for Christ: The Monasteries of Palestine, 314-631 (Oxford, 1994); Jennifer L. 
Hevelone-Harper, Disciples of the Desert: Monks, Laity and Spiritual Authority in Sixth-Century 
Gaza (Baltimore, 2005). For an archeological study of the remains of these monasteries, see Yizhar 
Hirschfeld, The Judaean Desert Monasteries in the Byzantine Period (New Haven, 1992). 
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the desert monasteries during the 530s and early 540s, and who exercised, for a 
time, strong influence at Justinian's court. Since the works of the monk Leontius 
were first published, in Francisco Torress careful Latin translation, in 1603! 
scholars have debated whether the author is indeed the same Leontius as Cyril's 
Origenist from the Judaean desert. Before we attempt to reach our own 
conclusion, it may be useful to summarize briefly what Cyril has to say. 

Cyril first mentions Leontius.of Byzantium as a member of the party of 
monks who accompanied St Sabas, the influential Palestinian monastic founder 
and leader, on a mission to Constantinople in April 531, to petition the emperor 
for economic aid for Christian Palestine, which had recently been devastated 
by Samaritan raids.” In return for the emperor's help, Sabas predicts success for 
Justinian in his reconquest of the territory lost by his predecessors: success as 
part of God's plan for ridding the capital and the world of "the heresy of Arius 
and those of Nestorius and Origen"? His mention of Arianism here is 
understandable enough, since much of the empire Justinian hoped to regain 
was then held by Arian Goths; but Sabas mentioned Nestorianism and 
Origenism, Cyril tells us, because he had discovered that some of the monks in 
his company, who were now busily holding disputations in the capital with 
*monophysites" (атосҳістои), were in fact tainted with these two heresies. 
The two classical heresies seem to be associated in Cyril’s mind, for reasons I 
shall explore further; and Leontius of Byzantium is the one Origenist Cyril 
explicitly names.’ About 514, a monk named Nonnus and three of his friends 
had been expelled from the Nea Lavra, one of the smaller communities in the 
Judaean desert, for holding the “atheistic” doctrines of Origen, Evagrius 
Ponticus, and Didymus the Blind.* Five years later, under a new hegumen, the 
Origenist group had been quietly readmitted; then, if not before, Leontius had 
been one of their number. Now Sabas discovered again, in Constantinople, the 
"unorthodoxy" of Leontius and his party; accordingly, he "sent them away and 
excluded them from his company? 

Sabas sailed home the following September, leaving Leontius and the other 
suspect monks behind. Until the Old Manis death in December 532, Cyril 
assures us, “a single confession of faith prevailed in all the monasteries of the 


я In H. Canisius, Antiquae Lectionis, Tomus IV, 1 (Ingolstadt, 1603), 1-171. 

2 VS 70, 173, Il. 4-11; 72, 175, Il. 7-19. Cyril, usually exact and reliable in his chronology, gives 
the year as 530; but, as Franz Diekamp has shown (Die Origenistischen Streitigkeiten im sechsten 
Jahrhundert und das fünfte allgemeine Concil (Münster, 1899), 11-15), Cyril’s indictional dates in 
the Vita Sabae are all one year early, for some unexplained reason, after he narrates the departure 
of Sabas for Constantinople. 

3 VS72,175,1.23-176,1.2. * VS 73, 176, Il. 7-15. 3 V§ 73,176, ll. 11-15. 

36 VS 36, 124,1.21-125, 1.24. 37 V§ 72,176, ll. 18-20. 38 VS 74,179, Il. 8-11. 
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desert;"? under his less experienced successor Melitas, however, theological 
strife broke out with unprecedented force. The followers of Nonnus began to 
sow seeds of unrest in the minds of their confrères, the “intellectuals” 
(Аоуготєрог) of the Nea Lavra, as well as among the brethren of the monastery 
of Martyrius and the lavra of Firminus. In a short time, even Sabass own Great 
Lavra, and many of the other desert communities, were tainted with the 
Origenist heresy. Two of the chief representatives of the new movement, 
Domitian, the new hegumen of the monastery of Martyrius, and 'Theodore 
Askidas, leader“! of the Origenists in the Nea Lavra, went up to the capital 
themselves “about this time,” Cyril tells us, and while “pretending to fight for 
the Synod of Chalcedon” they set about disseminating Origenist doctrine 
there. Their first contact in Constantinople was Leontius of Byzantium, whom 
presumably they knew from Palestine; he introduced them to the influential 
плас Eusebius—a presbyter, treasurer of the Constantinople Patriarchate, 
and a leading Chalcedonian, who seems to have taken a particular interest in 
the Church in Palestine—and Eusebius presented them to Justinian. By 
concealing their true theological opinions, Cyril asserts, these two newcomers 
acquired a strong influence (прфтт) тарртоќо) at court, and eventually were 


зэ VS 83, 188, ll. 7—9; cf. 36, 125, Il. 22-4. 

^ Literally, “they gave their neighbours dangerously upsetting ideas to drink (ётбт:боу тду 
полов ávarporrijv ÜoAepàv)": VS 83, 188, 1. 17. On the events described here and in the 
following three paragraphs, up to the appointment of Macarius to the See of Jerusalem in 552, cf. 
VS 83-90, 188,1. 3-198,1. 17. 

| СЕ охот (VS 83: 188,11. 26-7): presumably not a canonical title here. 

е ү583; 188,1]. 24-5; the date is probably in 535 or early 536, as we shall see later (p. 19). 

5 VS 83: 188,1. 28-189, |. 4, Cyril’s suspicion that a defense of Chalcedonian Christology may be 
a cover for an Origenist theological agenda is worth noting here; we shall see it again (e.g. pp. 13-14). 

^! When news reached the capital of Sabas’s coming embassy to Justinian in 531, Cyril tells us 
(VS 71: 173, Il. 13-17), the treasurer Eusebius sent his own representatives, along with 
representatives of the Patriarch Epiphanius and of Hypatius, bishop of Ephesus, on the imperial 
corvette to meet Sabas's party at sea. In Novella 51, of 8 May 536 (ed. C. E. Zachariae von Lingenthal 
I (Leipzig, 1881), 350,11. 8-10), Justinian refers approvingly to Eusebiuss recent work as imperial 
envoy to Jerusalem to review the financial affairs of the Patriarchal See. Cf. also the letter 
of Patriarch Menas to Peter of Jerusalem and the Jerusalem Synod, of 19 Sept. 536 (ACO IIT, 124, 
ll, 23-5) and Cyril's reference to Eusebiuss work in VS 54, 146,1. 27-147, 1.2. As we shall see, 
Eusebius was, with Leontius, one of the Chalcedonian observers at the collatio of 532, at which the 
spokesman for the Chalcedonian side was Hypatius of Ephesus (Innocent of Maroneia, 170, 
ЇЇ, 2-3). Eusebius is sometimes referred to in modern works as “treasurer of the Hagia Sophia,’ 
probably because he is designated as keuueAápys THs кат. THY ВасМда. татти поћи 
дукоттив ékkXgoíos in Novella 51; this phrase, however, seems to have a wider reference than 
simply the Hagia Sophia, and the title “great Church of Christ" was applied not only to Justinians 
new basilica (still under construction in 5361), but also to the Patriarchate and even to the whole 
Byzantine communion. СЕ. R. Janin, La Géographie ecclésiastique de l'empire byzantine, 1,3 (Paris, 
1969), 456. For a summary of what is known about Hypatius of Ephesus, as well as the fragments 
of his writings, cf. E. Diekamp, Analecta Patristica (= Orientalia Christiana Analecta 117: Rome, 
1938), 108-53. 
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both given major bishoprics: Domitian that of Ancyra in Galatia, and Theodore 
that of Caesaraea in Cappadocia.“ 

Sabas’s successor, the hegumen Melitas, died in 537, and was succeeded at the 
Great Lavra by Gelasius, a long-time disciple of St Sabas and a strong opponent 
of the Origenists. On the advice of the venerable bishop John the Hesychast— 
another confirmed anti-Origenist'é—Gelasius began a campaign against Abbot 
Nonnus and his disciples by having Antipater of Bostra’s tract against Origen 
read in the Church of the Great Lavra. The Origenist group there seem to 
have protested— Cyril says they “strirred up trouble (érápaccov)""— and 
some forty of them were again expelled. They withdrew to the Nea Lavra, to 
Nonnus, "and to Leontius of Byzantium, who at that time had returned from 
Constantinople and who was fanatically opposed to the successors of blessed 
ЅаЬаѕ’ A general caucus of the Origenist party seems to have been called. The 
fugitives complained about their treatment at the hands of Abba Gelasius and 
the brethren of the Great Lavra, and Leontius, “who bore an old grudge against 
the blessed Sabas, advised them all to give vent to their arrogance and to make 
a raid on the Great Гауга, so that it would no longer be habitable?” Origenist 
monks from all around gathered at the Nea Lavra and set out, with Leontius 
and the forty exiles, on a mission of assault. First, says Cyril, they attempted to 
storm the monastery of St Theodosius (some 6 km north-west of the Great 
Lavra) and kidnap the hegumen Sophronius? and his senior monks, "but their 
plan was frustrated and they went away in shame”5! Then some of Leontius's 
followers collected "picks and shovels and crowbars of iron, and other 
instruments of destruction,’ and set out, with a band of peasant reinforce- 
ments, to attack the Great Lavra itself. This move, too, was frustrated by divine 
intervention, according to Cyril: “at the second hour, mist and darkness came 
down on them, and they spent the whole day in close quarters,? groping their 
way through rough and inaccessible places” The next morning, they found 
they had only reached the monastery of St Marcianus (still some 5 km west of 
the Great Lavra), so they abandoned the plan and went home. 


^ Cyril, VS 83: 189,11. 3-7. The date of their promotion must be after June 536, since in the Acta 
of the Home Synod of 2 May-4 June of that year they still appear as Palestinian monks: Domitian 
as a presbyter and hegumen of the lavra of Martyrius (e.g. ACO III, 36, l. 30) and Theodore as a 
deacon (e.g., ACO III, 37,1. 3). 

46 Cf. Cyril, Vita Johannis (VJ) 20, 216, IL 13-15; 27, 221,11. 19-21. 

4” ү584,189,1.23. 48 VS 84, 190, П.4-6. 4 VS 84, 190, Il. 8-10. 

°° Sophronius, the successor of Theodosius, was at this time chief archimandrite of all the 
coenobitic monasteries in Palestine: cf. ACO III, 133, 1. 36-134, 1 2. 

5! VS 84, 190, Il. 15-16. 2 VS 84, 190, ll. 18-19. 

5 Reading суукЛегойвутев for ovykAaaÜévres: VS 84, 190, 1. 23. 

54 VS 84, 190, Il. 21-3. 
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“About this time? says Cyril, Ephrem of Amida, the “neo-Chalcedonian” 
Patriarch of Antioch and a trusted adviser of Justinian, had come to Palestine, 
along with áras Eusebius, to settle the deposition of Patriarch Paul the 
Tabennesiot from the see of Alexandria. When their synod was over, according 
to Cyril, Eusebius went on to Jerusalem and met his old friend Leontius, who 
presented to him the Origenist exiles from the Great Lavra. They pleaded their 
case against Abba Gelasius, and Eusebius, “deceived by the words of Leontius 
and knowing nothing about the heresy,’ summoned the hegumen of the Great 
Lavra and ordered him either to accept the Origenist faction back or to expel 
their adversaries as well. Gelasius and his advisers preferred the second 
alternative, and sent away six of the Гаугаз leading anti-Origenists; they went 
directly to Antioch and won Patriarch Ephrem to their side, showing him the 
treatise of Antipater of Bostra which had begun the whole controversy. Ephrem 
then joined the fray with vigor, Cyril reports, and anathematized Origen in a 
local synod at Antioch. By the time news of this reached Jerusalem, Leontius 
had already returned to the capital; Nonnus and the Palestinian Origenists 
enlisted his help there, along with that of his former protégés, the bishops 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas, to force Patriarch Peter of Jerusalem to 
remove Ephrem’s name from the diptychs. Pressure was duly applied, “but Peter 
quietly asked the two leading monastic leaders of Palestine, Sophronius and 
Gelasius, to compose a libellus of incriminating texts, arguing the case against 
the Origenists, and he then forwarded it to the emperor, along with his 
own complaint about their ‘revolutionary doctrines."* Justinian—who loved 
settling doctrinal disputes by imperial decree, as another ancient writer drily 


55 The occasion was the Synod of Gaza, also attended by Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem, Hypatius 
of Ephesus, and the Roman deacon Pelagius, who represented Pope Vigilius in Constantinople. 
It seems to have been essentially a gathering of Chalcedonian leaders, held at Justinians order 
to tighten discipline within the ranks; specifically, its purpose was to deal with the complaints 
of brutal maladministration made against Paul, a Chalcedonian monk installed forcibly at 
Alexandria by Justinian two years before. The ancient sources conflict over the date of Paul's 
deposition, as they do over much of the chronology of the Patriarchs of Alexandria in the sixth 
and seventh centuries. A. von Gutschmid (“Verzeichnis der Patriarchen von Alexandrien,’ Kleine 
Schriften II (Leipzig, 1890), 460-9), following Theophanes, Liberatus, and Victor of Tunnuna, 
puts the deposition of Paul at the end of 542. Diekamp (Die Origenistischen Streitigkeiten, 42-5) 
accepts Von Gutschmid’s dating in general, but wants to move the synod back to Easter, 542, to 
allow time for all the events Cyril narrates between that meeting and Justinians edict against 
Origen of February, 543. A. Jülicher, however (“Die Liste der alexandrinischen Patriarchen im 6. 
und 7. Jahrhundert? Festgabe Karl Müller (Tübingen, 1922), 18) argues forcibly for accepting 
Zacharias Rhetor’s date of 539/40, and he is followed in this by J. Maspero (Histoire des Patriarches 
d'Alexandrie (Paris, 1923), 148: “milieu de 5392”), Schwartz (Kyrillos, 401, n. 3: 539), and Stein 
(Histoire du Bas-Empire I, 391: “vers les premières mois de 540"). Although the date of the synod 
does not directly affect the chronology of Leontius, the earlier date would allow more time for the 
intrigues Cyril tells of. 

% VS 85, 191, Il. 8-9. 57 VS 85, 191,1. 32. 
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remarked**—found their argument convincing, and published ап edict against 
the doctrines of Origen, which was signed by Patriarch Menas and the Home 
Synod of Constantinople. Domitian and Theodore Askidas found themselves 
able to sign as well—in Cyrils view, by blatant hypocrisy—and when the edict 
was promulgated in Jerusalem in February 543,“ was signed by all the bishops 
of Palestine and the abbots of the desert except Alexander, bishop of Abele?” 
After the bishops had signed, Cyril tells us, Nonnus and the other leaders of the 
Origenist monastic faction, who presumably refused to accept the decree, were 
excommunicated;? they left the Nea Lavra and lived again in the Pedias, the 
southern Judaean wilderness, as they had done in their first exile some thirty 
years before. 

The Origenist cause was by no means dead. Cyril goes on to narrate in some 
detail the intrigues of Theodore Askidas to have Patriarch Peter of Jerusalem 
lift the excommunication against the exiles,“ the bloody riots in the streets of 
Jerusalem between the opposing factions, and the temporary triumph of the 
Origenist party which followed. Theodore succeeded in forcing two Origenist 
synkelloi on Peter, as well as an Origenist hegumen for Justinians "New Church" 
of the Theotokos in the Holy City,” and when, after a fruitless journey to the 
capital to protest, Abba Gelasius died in Phrygia on his way home in October of 
547, another Origenist named George was even installed, for several months, 
as his successor in the Great Lavra. As late as 552, the Origenist party succeeded 
in having one of their own, Macarius, of the Nea Lavra (and so a onetime 
confrére of Leontius), raised to the Patriarchal see of Jerusalem as Peter's 
successor. But all of this seems to have been the work of Theodore Askidas. By 


58 Liberatus, Breviarium 23 (ACO II, 5, 140, 1. 7; PL 68, 1046 B12-13): "gaudens se de talibus 
causis iudicium ferre? Liberatuss account of the events leading up to the condemnation of Origen 
is different from Cyril's, but not contradictory. Justinian, he says, sent the deacon Pelagius first to 
Antioch, then to Jerusalem, to summon Patriarchs Ephrem and Peter to the Synod of Gaza. After 
the Synod had deposed Paul and ordained Zoilus in his place, Pelagius returned to the capital, 
accompanied by "certain monks from Jerusalem" who had met him on his way to Gaza. They 
brought with them "capitula de libris Origenis excerpta; by which they hoped to persuade the 
emperor to condemn Origen as a heretic. Pelagius, says Liberatus, was personally jealous of 
"Theodore Askidas, who was an admirer of Origen, and, hoping to damage his career, he threw his 
weight behind the petition. Together with Menas, Patriarch of Constantinople, he persuaded 
Justinian to issue his anti-Origenist decree (Breviarium 23: ACO II, 5, 139,1. 26-140, 1. 12; PL 68, 
1046 А1-С6). Liberatus sees the ultimate source of both the decree against Origen and Justinian’s 
later edict against the Three Chapters in the personal enmity between Pelagius and Theodore 
Askidas (Breviarium 24: ACO II, 5, 141,11. 7-11; PL 68, 1049 D13-1050 A5): an oversimplification, 
no doubt,but an explanation that expands the purely Palestinian perspective of Cyril of Skythopolis. 

° VS 86, 192,1. 14-17. в VS 86, 192,1. 19; сЕ 193,11. 3-5. 

я VS 86,192,1.22-193,1.12. $ VS 86, 193,1]. 16-18. $ ү 87,195,П.5-6. 

$^ VS.90, 198 Il. 9-12. The presbyter Eustratius (Vita Eutychii 34: PG 86,2316 A1—3) credits the 
Origenists with urging Justinian to issue his edict proclaiming the incorruptibility of the body of 
Christ in the autumn of 564: cf. п. 260. 
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the time the news of the expulsion and excommunication of Nonnus and his 
comrades reached Constantinople, Cyril tells us, both zázas Eusebius and 
Leontius were dead. It is not clear from Cyril's account just when the Origenist 
monks were expelled, so that the date of Leontius’s death cannot be fixed with 
certainty. But Justinian’s edict against the Three Chapters—which our other 
sources clearly ascribe to Theodore's influence, as part of his Origenist counter- 
attack #—seems, as I have said, to have been issued in 544 ог the early months 
of 545.55 The latest probable date, then, for the death of the Origenist monk 
Leontius is sometime in 544. 

So much for Cyril's narrative. For us, the most important question is whether 
we can, with any certainty, identify his Origenist Leontius with the author of the 
works edited here, who was at least the Origenist's contemporary. Doubts can 
certainly be raised about the identification.” Cyril gives no hint that the 
Leontius he speaks of was a writer or even a theologian, apart from his allusion 
to the debates between Sabass monks and the representatives of the “mono- 
physite" party in the Basilica of Constantinople, in 531.9 But Cyril, however 
painstaking he may have been in reporting detail, frequently omits important 
matters which are not germane to his hagiographical purpose, as we have seen 
in the case of Justinians edict against the Three Chapters. 

More important, despite some recent attempts to find an Origenist or 
Evagrian Christology in the writings of the monk Leontius,® there is, as I have 


% C£ Liberatus, Breviarium 24 (ACO II, 5, 140,1. 13-14,1. 11; PL 68, 1049 A3-1050 A5); Evagrius, 
Hist. Eccl. IV,38 (ed.J. Bidez and L. Parmentier, 187,1l. 11-16; PG 86,2773 B4-10). Cyril of Skythopolis 
does not mention the edict directly, but has Abba Gelasius allude to it in a farewell address to his 
monks before leaving for Constantinople, presumably in the spring of 547. Gelasius warns his 
monks against Theodore of Mopsuestia, who is a heretic on a par with Origen, and says he now 
regrets having signed the libellus sent by the desert monks to the emperor, on the Patriarch’s orders, 
urging against the condemnation of Theodore (VS 87, 194, ll. 19-27). Clearly Justinians edict against 
the Three Chapters was, in its origin, very much part of the struggle between the monastic factions 
in Palestine. But even Theodore Askidas’s friends seem not all to have been in sympathy with his 
campaign to have the Three Chapters condemned; Facundus of Hermiane (Pro Def. Tr. Cap. IV, 4, 15: 
CCL 90А, 126, Il. 103-12; PL 67, 627 B1-13) quotes from a letter of Askidass friend, Domitian of 
Ancyra, to Pope Vigilius, in which the Origenist bishop speaks ruefully of the attack on Theodore of 
Mopsuestia as the counter-ploy of those in his party who found themselves unable to defend Origen 
directly (cf. also Facundus, Pro Def. Tr. Сар.1,2,4: CCL 90A, 9, ll. 20-7; PL 67, 532 C2-10). 

% Seen. 25. 

* Among modern authors, at least Eduard Schwartz continued to maintain that Leontius the 
hermit-theologian was not Leontius the Origenist, but an obscure author, unknown to Justinian 
and without influence: cf. Kyrillos, 388 Е, n. 2; "Kirchenpolitik;" 54, n. 2. 

8 VS 72, 176, ll. 7-15, 

© СЕ esp. D. B. Evans, Leontius of Byzantium: An Origenist Christology (= Dumbarton Oaks 
Studies XIII: Washington, DC, 1970). Evans's arguments are accepted and developed somewhat 
further by J. Meyendorff, Christ in Eastern Christian Thought (Washington, DC, 1969), 43-9 
(French edn.: Le Christ dans la théologie Byzantine (Paris, 1969), 79-89); and Byzantine Theology: 
Historical Trends and Doctrinal Themes (New York, 1974), 35 f. 
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argued at length elsewhere,” virtually no trace in his works of any of the 
theological doctrines associated with Origen and his followers and condemned 
in 543 and 553. This absence of Origenist theology need not, however, deter us 
from identifying the author with the Leontius of the Vita Sabae either.” 
Everything depends on how one understands the epithet "Origenist? As I have 
tried to show in the article just mentioned,” Cyril of Skythopolis was far from 
being uninterested in theological nuance, and equally far from being neutral on 
doctrinal issues; his writings reveal him as a passionate “neo-Chalcedonian,”” 
willing to accept the Christological language of Chalcedon only when carefully 
qualified by further formulas that were largely borrowed from the more 
uncompromising passages of Cyril of Alexandria—formulas which were to be 
canonized, as organically part of orthodox Christology, at the Council of 553.” 
To someone as strongly committed as Cyril of Skythopolis was to a strictly 
unitive understanding of the person of Christ, the Evagrian Origenism that was 
studied and embraced by the monks of Palestine seems to have been repugnant 
as much for its “divisive” Christology—its tendency to distinguish between the 


7 “The Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,’ JTS Ns 27 (1976), 333-69. Daniel Hombergen has 
studied at length the portrayal of the "second Origenist controversy" in Cyril of Skythopoliss 
monastic biographies, and has argued, on that basis, that while there is no trace of an Origenist or 
Evagrian Christology or Trinitarian theology in the works of Leontius, they do reveal an 
underlying Evagrian spirituality and anthropology. (See Daniel Hombergen, The Second Origenist 
Controversy: A New Perspective on Cyril of Skythopolis’ Monastic Biographies as Historical Sources 
for Sixth-Century Origenism, Studia Anselmiana 132 (Rome, 2001), esp. 207-21.) The evidence for 
even this view, in the works of Leontius themselves, seems to me scanty. 

7\ ]t also need not force us to accept the theory of Marcel Richard that the works edited here are 
mere theological propaganda and do not represent their authors real position: cf. “Léonce de 
Byzance était-il origéniste?” REB 5 (1947), 31-66 (= Opera Minora П (Turnhout/Leuven, 1977), 
по. 59). 

72 “Origenism, 362-4. 

73 For Ше meaning and reference of this term, Ше best study is still the unpublished dissert- 
ation of S. Helmer, Der Neuchalkedonismus: Geschichte, Berechtigung und Bedeutung eines 
dogmengeschichtlichen Begriffes (Bonn, 1962); cf. also M. Richard, "Le Néo-chalcédonisme,’ MSR 
3 (1946), 147-56 (= Opera Minora II, no. 56); C. Moeller, “Le Chalcédonisme et le néochalcédon- 
isme en Orient de 451 à fin du УГ siècle; in A. Grillmeier and Н. Bacht (eds.), Das Konzil von 
Chalkedon. Geschichte und Gegenwart (Würzburg, 1951), 637-720; A. Grillmeier, “Der Neu- 
Chalkedonismus: um die Berechtigung eines neuen Kapitels in der Dogmengeschichte;' in Mit 
Ihm und in Ihm (= collected essays: Freiburg 1975), 371-85. Eastern Orthodox theologians have 
generally rejected the notion that imperial and patriarchal policy in the mid-sixth century 
promoted any major modifications of the real Christological intent of the Chalcedonian definit- 
ion. Hombergen (Second Origenist Controversy, 198-9 and n. 294) also denies the existence of a 
^neo-Chalcedonian" Christology before the Council of 553, and prefers to distinguish between 
“integrated Chalcedonians,’ who read the councils decree from the perspective of Cyril of 
Alexandria’s Christology (and who included the "Origenists") and “integralist” or stubbornly 
diphysite Chalcedonians. 

7 For the hagiographer Cyrils Christological position, see his account of the faith of St 
Euthymius, in Vita Euthymii (VE) 26, 40,1. 12-41, 1. 3; 27, 42,1. 23-44,]. 4. 
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divine Logos and the created nous named “Christ”—as it was for its better- 
known doctrines of the pre-existence of souls and the coming apokatastasis. So 
we find Cyril speaking several times of Nestorianism and Origenism in close 
parallel, even accusing two monks of Nestorianism on the same grounds that 
he allows St Cyriacus,in another place, to criticize the Origenists: “because they 
did not maintain that Christ, the true God,is one of the holy and consubstantial 
Trinity.”° And Cyril was not alone. Theodore of Skythopolis, a reformed 
Origenist of the same generation, equates the teachings of Origen “with the 
Arian and Jewish blasphemies that Nestorius or the godless Theodore invented,” 
and even Anastasius of Sinai, at the end of the next century, includes Origen with 
“Апетоп” (presumably Artemas the Adoptionist), Paul of Samosata, Theodore 
of Mopsuestia, Diodore of Tarsus, and Nestorius as those who “divided Christ 
kakðs”—with Artemon, he says, “Origen taught that Christ was a mere тап”? 
It is easy, then, to imagine a writer like Cyril of Skythopolis branding our 
theologian Leontius—clearly a strict diphysite, with strong reservations about 
some of the Christological formulae dear to the “revisionist” party—as an 
Origenist, for the same reason he might call him a Nestorian or a follower of 
Theodore: his Christology seemed divisive. 

Secondly, it is far from clear that the so-called Origenist party among the 
Palestinian monks were all committed Origenists in any doctrinal or exegetical 
sense. Undoubtedly, their existence as a group among their monastic fellows 
was fairly well defined; and undoubtedly, an interest in the speculations of 
Origen, Evagrius, and Didymus characterized many of them—otherwise the 
condemnation of Origen in 543, or that of all three authors at the start of the 
Fifth Council ten years later, would not have struck them so hard. Still, one need 
not assume, as Cyril does, that Theodore Askidas and Domitian of Ancyra were 
in bad faith when they subscribed to the condemnation of propositions 
ascribed to Origen in 543; membership of the party against which the decree 
was directed may have been compatible with a good deal more latitude in 
doctrine than their name suggests. In fact, a number of passages in Cyril's 
writings and in other monastic works from his time give the impression that 
the “Origenists” were held together not so much by their belief in such doctrines 
as the pre-existence of souls or apocatastasis as by their willingness to tolerate 


75 VS 72, 175,1. 23-176, 1. 2; VJ 27, 221, ll. 18-21. In his farewell address to the monks of the 
Great Lavra, Gelasius reminds them that his predecessor, St Sabas, had opposed Theodore of 
Mopsuestia-a classic Nestorian, to the neo-Chalcedonian mind—as adamantly as he had Origen: 
VS 87, 194,1]. 19-22. 

% СЕ VS 38, 127,11. 19-24, and VC 12, 230, IL 3-4. 

7 Libellus (PG 86,232 B12-C2). 

78 Hodegos 20 (PG 89, 277 B1-2). For further references to this understanding of Origenism 
from the seventh century, cf. my "Origenism;" 365 and n. 3. 
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and respect speculation on these subjects as being worth а monk’s time”—by 
their intellectual curiosity, by the secular, predominantly philosophical ring of 
some of their theorizing, and by their interest in free-ranging theological 
inquiry. Inspired, perhaps, more by Origen’s approach to theology than by his 
system, they are, as we have seen, branded contemptuously by Cyril as the 
Roy pou,” the fomentors of doctrinal revolution,®" the critical intellectuals 
who had always been troublesome to men of simple faith like Sabas. In the 
view of Abba Barsanuphius, the Origenists were “gnostics,’ monks whose idle 
curiosity for theological and cosmological niceties only led to vanity and 
the weakening of religious practice. If they had one doctrinal position in 
common, it may well have been a strict insistence оп the diphysite, “symmetrical” 
Christology of Chalcedon—the insistence on doing Christ's humanity equal 
justice with his divinity—and a corresponding suspicion of what I have called 
the growing “neo-Chalcedonian” synthesis. 

Even before considering the positive evidence, then, it is not impossible that 
the ^monk Leontius" who composed the treatises edited here—treatises free 
from the characteristic Origenist doctrines stigmatized under Justinian, but 
works of remarkable intellectual subtlety, for the most part, all devoted to 
defending the formula of Chalcedon in one way or another—could also be the 
"Origenist" Leontius of Byzantium. Admittedly, the name Leontius was a fairly 
common one in the Greek East at that time; Loofs lists twenty Leontii mentioned 
in Church documents of the reigns of Justin I and Justinian alone. Still, there 
seems to be a certain a priori resemblance between Cyrils Origenist and 
the author. The theological debates Cyril's Leontius held in the basilica of 


? Cf VC 12,229, 1. 24-230, 1. 10. ю VS 83, 188, 1.18; VC 13, 230, 1.31. 

8! VS 85, 191, 1-32. The Nea Lavra seems always to have been suspect in Cyril's eyes, since it 
owed its foundation to a rebellion of 60 of Sabas’s monks against the Old Man’s rule: cf. VS 36, 122, 
119-124,1.3. 

* СЕ his story of the “men of worldly judgment" from Ше Great Lavra, who complained to. 
Patriarch Sallustius of Jerusalem, as early as 486, that Sabas was unfit to govern them “because of 
his great rusticity”: VS 19, 103, ll. 25-6; 104,1. 6. In contrast to such critical attitudes, most of the 
desert monks seem to have had strong anti-intellectual prejudices: cf. the remarks of Pére 
Festugiére in Les Moines d'Orient I (Paris, 1961), 83-91; Ш, 2 (Paris, 1962), 118 Ё, п. 279. 

® Replies of Barsanuphius and John, resp. 604 (ed. Nikodemos of the Holy Mountain (Venice, 
1816; republ. with slight additions and corrections by S. N. Schoinas: Volos, 1960), 286b, ll. 9~13; PG 
86, 900 09-12. For the attitude of more traditional monks towards the Origenists, cf. Replies, nos. 
600-7 (Volos ed. 283а-292а; partly in PG 86, 892-901; cf. also the excellent French translation by L. 
Regnault and P. Lemaire, Barsanuphe et Jean de Gaza:Correspondence (Solesmes, 1971), 391-404). 

“ Even Cyril must admit that the theological position publicly adopted by the Origenists in the 
capital, both in their debates with the monophysites in 531 and later on in the decade, was the 
defence of Chalcedon; he labels this, however, mere pretence: cf. VS 72, 176, ll. 15-16; VS 83, 188, 
1. 28-189, 1.1. On the whole question of the doctrinal unity of the Origenist monks, cf. also my 
article, "Origenism;" 366-9. 

55 Leontius von Byzanz, 226-7. 
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Constantinople would correspond well with the “frequent public disputations” 
mentioned by our author as the proving-ground of what he writes in his 
treatises;®* his occasional references to enemies in high places," as well as to 
distinguished and God-fearing friends, would come easily, one imagines, 
from the pen of a political tactician such as Cyril describes. 

And the positive evidence for identifying these two Leontii is substantial. 
First of all, there is the matter of his name. Both the eighth-century compiler of 
the so-called Doctrina Patrum and the twelfth-century Byzantine theologian 
Euthymius Zigabenus quote from the works of the monk Leontius, edited here, 
under Ше name Aedvrios ó Вубдутьоз. John of Damascus, too, credits 
Aeobrios ó Bulabrios with taking the word ceoapxwpévy in Cyril's formula, 
“one nature of the Logos, made flesh? to refer to a second nature in Christ.” 
While he could be alluding to a number of passages in the works of the monk 
Leontius,” the Damascene is probably thinking of a passage in the eighth actio 
of the De Sectis?? although this work is almost certainly not by the monk 
Leontius, it seems regularly to have been attributed to him by Byzantine copyists 
and authors, as early as the end of the eighth century? And an anti-Julianist 
florilegium discovered and partially published by Marcel Richard” is also falsely 
ascribed in the manuscript to Aedvrios цогохдв Bulavrcos; this collection is 
probably of “monophysite” or anti-Chalcedonian origin, and seems to date from 
the late sixth or early seventh century, but its ascription to "Leontius, monk of 
Byzantium" suggests that even then the author of the CA, another anti-Julianist 
tract, was known by this name. It seems beyond dispute, then, that the author of 


в p. 116,11.2-3. з p. 126,1l. 15-16; p. 416,11. 22-7. 

в p. 116,1. 1,11 20-1; p.412, 11 8-11. 

8 Doctrina Patrum 28, I (ed. F, Diekamp: Münster, 1907), 198, 1. 24, quoting a fragment of the 
Epilyseis; Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica XVI (PG 130, 1068 B7), quoting from the 
Epaporemata. 

% De Fide Orth.55.3.11 (ed. B. Kotter, Die Schriften des Johannes von Damaskos П (=Patristische 
Texte und Studien, 12: Berlin, 1973), 132,11. 38-40; PG 94, 1025 A14-B1). 

я eg, СМЕ 1: p. 130, l. 17, p. 132, 1. 16; Epil. 7: p. 294,1. 27-р. 296,1. 8; Epap. 16-17: p. 320, 
1. 15-p. 322, 1.5. 

2 PG 86, 1253 A4-B12. 

% Cf. Theodore Ше Studite, Epist. П, 168 (PG 99, 1532 B10-12), referring to the ооло, 
bmepkaAM, of Лебутіос 0 иокдргов. The Doctr. Patr. cites the De Sectis as rà Aeovríov oxóAua 
(16, XVII: 111,1. 23; 24, XV: 177,1. 21; 27, I: 191,1. 20; 29, XVI: 213, 1.3; 30, II: 217,1. 16). The title of 
the De Sectis—in its present version, at any rate (PG 86, 1193)—is Aeovríou axoAaoTiko0 
Bulavriov oxdAta áró qoríjs Өєодороо...; probably this refers to a scribe named Leontius of 
Byzantium, who copied down the lectures of the Abba Theodore (of Raithu?), its real author. (Cf. 
M. Richard, “Ато фози”, Byzantion 20 (1950), 191-222, esp. 198-201 (= Opera Minora III, no. 
60)). The work seems clearly later than that of Leontius the monk, and shows some theological 
differences from his writings, even though its author seems to be dependent on Leontius s 
Christology in its general outlines; сЁ M. Richard,“Le Traité'De Sectis et Léonce de Byzance’, RHE 
35 (1939), 695-723 (= Opera Minora II, no. 55). 

% "Le Florilége du Cod. Vatopédi 236 sur le corruptible et P incorruptible’, Le Muséon 86 
(1973), 249-73, esp. 249 f. (= Opera Minora I, no. 4). 
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the works edited here was referred to as "Leontius of Byzantium" from at least 
the eighth century on, even if his manuscripts do not refer to him that way. And 
besides this similarity of name, there are two scholia, undoubtedly of early 
origin, in the Vatican manuscript of our author,” which make an identification 
of him with Cyril of Skythopoliss Leontius virtually certain. The first names a 
certain “pious and godly man" quoted in the text® as the Abba Nonnus; the 
second correctly identifies an authorless quotation in the text, attributed only to 
“a certain divinely wise man before our time,” as coming from Evagrius 
Ponticus. Surely a theologian, too, can be known by the company he keeps. 

We can, then, with perfect confidence call the author of the treatises edited 
here "Leontius of Byzantium"; provided we make allowance for Cyril of 
Skythopoliss strong theological bias, we can also begin to form some idea of his 
career from the details furnished in the Vita Sabae. And there are three further 
allusions to a monk named Leontius in contemporary sources which seem to 
refer to the same man, and which add detail and colour to Cyril's portrait. 

The first of these is in Innocent of Maroneia’s letter to the presbyter Thomas 
of Thessalonica, in which Innocent reports on a three-day dialogue between 
representatives of the Chalcedonian and "monophysite" parties held in 
Constantinople, at Justinians order, probably sometime in 532. Besides the 
twelve episcopal participants in the collation—six Chalcedonian bishops, 
including Hypatius of Ephesus (who seems to have been their leader and spokes- 
man), and six “monophysite” bishops—Innocent mentions a number of other 
Chalcedonians who attended, either as periti or as official observers. These in- 
cluded the zrdzras Eusebius, two synkelloi of Epiphanius, the Patriarch of 
Constantinople, three presbyters acting as representatives (apocrisiarii) of the 
Patriarchal city of Antioch, and "Leontius vir venerabilis monachus et apocrisiar- 
ius patrum in sancta civitate constitutorum" —a monk delegated to represent the 
monastic communities in the Jerusalem Patriarchate.” Since Loofs,!? a number 


2 Vat. Gr. 2195, f. 5 and 12. These scholia are in the same hand (2) as a later part of the 
manuscript, and may have been copied with the works of Leontius from their source; cf. my 
further discussion, p. cxvii. 

% p. 128, Il. 4-6 and scholion. 

? той тду про тиф avdpl дєосбро: cf. p. 142, Il. 22-4 and scholion. 

% ACO IV,2, 169-84. For the date, cf. Stein, Histoire du Bas-Empire П, 378, n. 1; W. Н. C. Frend, 
The Rise of the Monophysite Movement (Cambridge, 1972), 264, n. 2. According to the Syriac 
continuation of Zacharias Rhetor (Hist. Eccl. IX, 15: CSCO III, 6, 122, Il. 19-20; tr. 84, 1. 16), 
negotiations between monophysites and Chalcedonians lasted "for a year or more;" thus there 
may have been more than one meeting of the kind described by Innocent. Sebastian Brock has 
published two partly preserved Syriac summaries of the same conversations, written from the 
viewpoint of the “monophysite” participants: “The Conversation with the Syrian Orthodox under 
Justinian (532), Orientalia Christiana Periodica 47 (1981) 87-121. Unfortunately, they do not 
mention Leontius or the other non-episcopal observers by name. 

° Innocent of Maroneia, 170, ll. 5-6. '? Leontius von Byzanz, 261-9. 
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of scholars!” have identified this Leontius, too, with Cyril's Leontius of Byzantium, 
not only because of his connection with the Palestinian monasteries, but also 
because his Chalcedonian colleague Hypatius and his own friend and patron 
Eusebius were also there. From what Cyril tells us of Leontiuss connections in the 
capital later in the 530s, from the simple title monachus which Innocent gives his 
observer, and from the sense of actual “combat experience" conveyed by Leontius’s 
anti-Severan writings, it does seem highly likely that the observer of the conver- 
sations of 532 is also our author.” If this is true, however, it provides an impor- 
tant correction to Cyril’s version of his career. It is not likely that Leontius would 
have been publicly disowned by St Sabas in Constantinople in 531, only to act 
there within a year as representative of the monasteries of the Jerusalem patriar- 
chate,19 even if he had been appointed to the post by Justinian, as Schwartz 
suggests." The most likely explanation is that the biographer's story of Sabass 
repudiation of his entourage is colored by Cyril's partisan sympathies, and that at 
least some of the delegation which accompanied the Old Man to the capital in 
531 had been sent by the whole monastic and hierarchical establishment in 
Palestine, to act as its permanent embassy there.! The Leontius of the conversa- 
tions of 532, at any rate, is a man of some standing, a vir venerabilis—not a heretic 
in disgrace. 

A second group of apparent references to our Leontius from the same period 
is found in the lists of non-episcopal petitioners and observers at the Home 
Synod held in Constantinople from 2 May to 4 June, 536, under the leadership 
of Menas, the new Patriarch.’ This synod was to mark the end of what seemed 


01 e.g. W. Rügamer, Leontius von Byzanz. Ein Polemiker aus dem Zeitalter Justinians (Würzburg, 
1894), 56-8; V. Grumel, “Léonce de Byzance,” DThC IX (Paris, 1926), 400-1; and most recently 
Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, 172-5. 

102 Richard, however, is dubious; he finds it hard to believe that the monk of the Vita Sabae, 
whom Sabas dismissed from his entourage in 531, should have been acting as the representative 
of the Jerusalem Church and all the monks of Palestine a year later. Richard thus prefers to identify 
the Leontius of the collatio of 532 and the Home Synod of 536 (see further pp. 18-22) with 
Leontius of Jerusalem, the sixth-century “neo-Chalcedonian’ writer about whom we know 
virtually nothing at all. Cf. "Origéniste?; 65; “Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance,” MSR 1 
(1944), 85-8 (= Opera Minora IL, no. 59). Leontius of Byzantium, Richard conjectures, “est 
demeuré, presque seul, fidéle jusqu'au bout au chalcédonisme le plus strict et pour cela fait figure 
assez étrange au milieu des théologiens de son temps" (“Origéniste?,” 65). 

103 Innocent makes Leontius the “apocrisiarius patrum in sancta civitate constitutorum’, which 
suggests first of all that he represented the Palestinian monasteries. But since the other observers 
at the collatio were representatives of the Patriarchates of Constantinople or Antioch, and since 
the monks of the Judaean desert were, if anything, more closely involved in setting the theological 
tone of the See of Jerusalem than their counterparts in Syria or near the capital, it seems probable 
that Leontius represented the Jerusalem Patriarchate as well. 

14 Kyrillos, 391. 15 So Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 300. 

1% The Acta of this Synod, along with those of its counterpart in Jerusalem in September of the 
same year and with Justinian's anti-Origenist decree of 543, comprise what Schwartz called the 
Collectio Sabaitica: vol. III of his Acta Conciliorum Oecumenicorum. 
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to some contemporaries Justinians period of leniency—his тоААт) &àvoy1"— 
towards Severuss anti-Chalcedonian party. Since the summer of 531, when the 
emperor had invited banished “monophysite” monks and bishops back to the 
capital," his policy seems to have been one of persuasion rather than coercion: 
of putting gentle, sometimes rather ambivalent, pressure on them to overcome 
their scruples about Chalcedon and to be reconciled with the rest of the Church. 
Negotiation and dialogue—as exemplified in the conversations of 532— was to 
be the new approach to doctrinal unity. All of this meant a new freedom of 
movement and speech for Ше “monophysites,’ and by the mid-530s—undoubt- 
edly with the support of the empress Theodora—they were apparently enjoying 
considerable freedom of movement in the capital.'? Zoóras the Stylite, an ag- 
gressively anti-Chalcedonian hermit from Syria, now settled in Sykai, on the 
outskirts of Constantinople, and conducted his own baptisms and Eucharists;!? 
Peter of Apamaea, deposed from his see in 518, arrived too, and Severus him- 
self, the most celebrated theologian of the movement, appeared in the winter of 
534/5, to be given hospitality by Theodora in the royal palace until March of the 
following year.' After the death of Patriarch Epiphanius of Constantinople, in 
June 535, the ascetical Anthimus, former bishop of Trebizond, was named his 
successor; he had participated in the conversations of 532 as a Chalcedonian, 
but now was known for his close relations with the other side.’ This new 
“monophysite” presence in Constantinople clearly worried the defenders of 
Chalcedon, whose formula of faith remained the official doctrinal position of 
Church and empire. So a determined group of diphysites—Schwartz calls them 
"eine geschlossene Truppe"!?— seems gradually to have gathered in the impe- 
rial city in the mid-530s to oppose them, drawn together not only from the 
monasteries and sees of Asia Minor but from as far away as Syria II (roughly 
present-day Lebanon) and Palestine. Among them were Leontius’s old col- 
leagues, bishops Domitian of Ancyra and Theodore Askidas of Caesaraea in 
Cappadocia." Late in 535, after receiving an urgent letter from some diphysite 
monks іп the capital, Pope Agapetus arrived from Rome to negotiate on a 
number of matters with Justinian. He refused to communicate with Patriarch 
Anthimus, pointing to his uncanonical translation from the bishopric of 
Trebizond. Anthimus was deposed, and Menas ordained bishop in his place, by 


107 Cf the petition of four monastic leaders to Justinian: ACO III, 133,1. 19. 

08 Cf the Syriac continuation of Zacharias Rhetor, Hist. Eccl. IX, 15 (CSCO III, 6, 115,11. 15-25; 
tr. 79,1. 28-80, 1.4). 

09 Cf Schwartz, Kyrillos, 392-3, and the evidence assembled there. 

10 Cf ACO Ш, 139, Il. 1-3; 148,1. 35; 181,1. 22; 33,1. 1; 43,1. ll. 

11 So John of Beth-Aphthonia, Vita Severi: PO 2, 252, 1.1. 

12 Cf. ACO IIT, 134,1. 31; 179,11. 4, 26-8. "з Kyrillos, 392. 

м# CE Cyril, VS 83, 189, 1.3-7. 15 Cf ACO IIL 141,1. 30. 
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Agapetus, on 13 March 536. Agapetus himself then died in the capital on 
22 April, and the emperor summoned the “Home Synod or locally resident 
bishops, to deal with the broader question of the reception of Chalcedon, 
during the month of May. 

The Acta of that Synod, which anathematized Anthimus, condemned Zoóras, 
and renewed the old excommunications of Severus and Peter of Apamaea, 
include a monk named Leontius among the representatives of the Palestinian 
monasteries who are listed as observers at the first four sessions, and also 
among the signatories of three recent petitions from the monks of the East, 
which were read into the Synodal acts: one addressed to Justinian, one to Menas 
and the Home Synod, and one to the newly deceased Pope Agapetus. In the 
attendance-lists the monk is called Aedvrios цотахдв Kai туобиетов Kal 
TOTOTHPHTHS THS ёрђршоо mráons.!5 In the libellus addressed to Agapetus, he 
styles himself in practically the same way," but the other two libelli provide 
somewhat more elaborate signatures: Aedvrios éÀée, O€o0 povaxos, 
погобцетов TOV Adyov ®тер THY ката, THY Epnuov dyíov maTépwyr, in the 
petition addressed to Justinian; and Aedvrios nyobpevos Kal wovaxos (д(ой 
povaornpiou kai ©ттёр THY év тў ёрђшо kat орддлт ayiwv патёроу, in 
that addressed to Menas and his Synod." He is recognized, in other words, as 
a monk and abbot from the Judaean desert, who represents that crucially 
important ascetical population. There seems to be little question that this is the 
same Leontius who represented the Palestinian monks in Constantinople in 
532; and from what Cyril tells us of the connections of Sabas’s companion, 
Leontius of Byzantium, in the capital in the mid-530s, it seems, once again, 
highly probable that that monk also is the Leontius mentioned here. First, both 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas—active and influential in the Chalcedonian 
cause, as we have seen, from Ше mid-530s!?—appear in the same lists, a few 
names away from his own.?! Secondly, of the fourteen-to-twenty monks named 
in the Palestinian delegation, a majority come from Origenist strongholds, as 
Schwartz observed; one or two delegates appear from the Great Lavra—now 
fast being won over by the Origenists, according to Cyril—four, including 


16 ACO Ш, 130,1. 24; 158,1. 29; 165,1. 30; 174,1.7 (om. ка! Туобиетов). 

17 Дедутов Лев: Oeo uovaxós ка! туобивтов kai топоттрутв TAINS THS épiuov: 
АСО Ш, 145,11. 34-5. 

18 ACO Ш, 37, IL 1-2. 

19 ACO III, 50,11. 30-1. 

20 VS 83, 188, 1.24-189,1.7. 

?! [n three of the lists (ACO Ш, 158, 1. 23; 165, l. 24; 175,1. 1), the manuscripts wrongly give 
Aopvivos for Aojeriavds; this may result from a confusion of names between the later bishop of 
Ancyra and the Patriarch of Antioch at the time of the Council of 553. 

#2 Kyrillos, 391-2; сЕ also Evans, Leontius of Byzantium, 163-4. 
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Domitian, are from the coenobitic monastery of Martyrius, one or two from 
the lavra of Firminus, and three or four from the Nea Гауга.!? So the Leontius 
present at the Synod is in just the sort of company where one would expect 
Cyril's Origenist to be. 

If we do identify this Leontius of the Home Synod with the author Leontius 
of Byzantium, we learn a few important new details about his career. He is 
still—in 536—acting as “representative (топоттрут?в = apocrisiarius) of the 
whole desert,’ still “speaking for the holy fathers in the desert” True, the latter 
of these two phrases is not peculiar to Leontius in the Acta, but resembles the 
declaration made by many of the signatories—and by the whole Palestinian 
delegation'“—that they represent all of the monks of the desert near Jerusalem. 
But Leontius, as Evans observes,” is the only monk in the Palestinian sections 
of the lists who is never connected with either a monastery or a particular place 
there; instead, he is simply called “monk and hegumen"—a title not given to 
him in any of our previous sources—or even “hegumen and monk of his own 
monastery.’ Although Richard takes these titles as proof that the Leontius of the 
collatio and the Synod is not the hermit-theologian,"$ Schwartz" and Evans! 
suggest— more plausibly, I think—that the former follower of Sabas may simply 
have set up his own hermits cell or Einsiedelei in Constantinople, and that 
“hegumen of his own monastery" may merely be a decorous way of saying 
Leontius was now juridically an independent ascetic, not subject to any of the 
established superiors of the Judaean desert."? As such, his role at the Synod of 


#3 For their Origenist allegiance, cf. VS 83, 188, Il. 15-24. We have no evidence about the 
theological orientation of the relatively new lavra of Jacob, called “the Turrets” (/Торуіог), which 
sent three delegates; and the koinobion of Theodosius—called by Schwartz “ein Bollwerk der 
Orthodoxie" (Kyrillos, 391) —was undoubtedly represented because its hegumen, Sophronius, was 
archimandrite of all the koinobia in Palestine (so ACO III, 133,1. 36-134, 1, 2). СЕ Evans, Leontius 
of Byzantium, 165. 

24 СЕ the formula which ends the list of Palestinian delegates at session 1: oí mavres 
праттортев bmep тє éavrv kai тфу oikeícv роуасттріоу ка! mávrov THY Èv тў áyías 
méAews uova xdv (АСО III, 130, Il. 33-4). 

V5 Leontius of Byzantium, 180-1, n. 102. 

26 “Origéniste?,” 64-5;"Léonce de Jérusalem 82. 

77 Kyrillos, 391. 128 Leontius of Byzantium, 181-2. 

7? Evans (Leontius of Byzantium, 182) points out the parallel instance of a certain Isidore, who 
signs the Прейиз addressed to Menas and the Home Synod as "priest and hegumen of his own cell 
(wov7), which is in the woods near the (church of the?) holy martyr Epimachus, under Photinus, 
the holy bishop of Chalcedon (ACO III, 49, ll. 9-11)? Clearly this Isidore is a hermit living by 
himself. A monk named John signs the libellus to Pope Agapetus “priest, of his own cell (шоу) in 
the Pedias (ACO III, 146, 1. 11-12), and the libellus to Justinian “priest and monk of the lavra of 
the sands (?: r&v аршісу) in the Pedias (ACO III, 37, ll. 31-2);” Evans (Leontius of Byzantium, 
n. 107) takes these two signatures as meaning that John is actually head of an established —and 
unknown—lavra, but it seems equally plausible to see them as a roundabout way of saying that he 
has been living in the desert by himself. In support of this interpretation of Leontius’s way of 
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536 seems to have been that of delegate-at-large for all the Palestinian commu- 
nities: a position similar to his apparent role at the conversations of 532. 

A third Leontius of this period, finally, who may well be identical with 
Leontius of Byzantium,is mentioned by Photius in his summary of a polemical 
work by a certain “Basil the Cilician” According to Photius,?^ this Basil 
identifies himself as having been a priest of Antioch under the Patriarch Flavian 
(498-512), during the reign of the emperor Anastasius I (491-518)—a claim 
probably meant as much to underline Basil’s theological allegiance to the 
moderate Chalcedonian Patriarch as to provide biographical information. 
Photius summarizes Basil’s treatise against John of Skythopolis, as Codex 107 
of his library. John, a learned and outspoken proponent of the “neo- 
Chalcedonian” Christology that was then being developed, seems to have been 
bishop of Skythopolis in Palestine between 536 and 548;?' he wrote several 
works in defence of Chalcedon and against Ѕеуегиѕ,!?? and composed the first 
scholia on the works of Dionysius the Areopagite. Basil's attack on John was in 
sixteen books, mainly in dialogue form; besides the usual range of personal 
charges, he apparently criticized John for relying too heavily on the celebrated 
anathemas appended to Cyril of Alexandrias Third Letter to Nestorius, 
especially on the twelfth, “theopaschite” anathema.'? Photius tells us that Basil 
rejected two of John’s own theses in particular: “that the Logos suffered in the 
flesh" and that “to say ‘Christ’ is the same as to say ‘God’ In Photius’s eyes, 
Basil was clearly a Nestorian; true, he did not acknowledge Nestorius openly, 
“but he called Diodore and Theodore ‘Fathers! which for Photius amounts to 
the same thing.?5 John of Skythopolis, too, had equated BaotAevavot with 


styling himself, Evans reminds us of a quip St Sabas is said to have made to St Theodosius, founder 
of the great koinobion (VS 65, 166, ll. 24-6): “Lord abba, you are the hegumen of children, but I am 
a hegumen of hegumens; for each of those under me, being independent (adre€ovaros), is 
hegumen of his own cell (rod ¿6(ou keAMov)^ 


130 Bibliotheca, Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry 11,77,11. 34-7; PG 103, 380 C7-10. 

131 Cf. Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 269-72, n. 

132 Tt is unclear just how many anti-monophysite works John wrote. The Doctrina Patrum (13, 
XII, 85-6), the Lateran Synod of 649 (Mansi X, 1108 В1-5), and the Sixth Council (Mansi ХІ, 437 
D-440 C) quote from a work of his "Against Severus" in at least eight books. Photius, Bibl., Cod. 95 
(ed. R. Henry II, 48; PG 103, 340 B14-C7) briefly summarizes another work of John's "Against 
Those Who Are Separated (атосҳѓстах) from the Church, or Against Eutyches and Dioscorus 
and Those Who Agree with Them, and Refuse to Confess Christ in Two Natures.” 

133 Photius, Bibl., Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry II, 78, 1l. 9-11; PG 103, 381 A5-7. 

14 Bibl., Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry 75,11. 24-6; PG 103, 377 B16-17. 

135 Bibl., Cod. 107: ed. R. Henry 78, ll. 5-7; PG 103, 380 04-381 А2. 

96 So Photius, reporting on John of Skythopolis' treatise “Against the Итосҳісто” (Cod. 95), 
says that it was directed against another, anonymous polemical work, entitled "Against Nestorius" 
but in reality aimed at “seducing the simple to give an ear" to Nestorian doctrine (ed. R. Henry II, 
48, ll. 17-21; PG 103, 340 C13-D4). Photius conjectures that the author may have been Basil the 
Cilician. If he is right, Basil must have written a treatise to prove one could be a supporter of 
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Neoroptavoi in his commentary on the Pseudo-Dionysius,"" a title which 
suggests that Basil—in all likelihod this same Basil—represented a whole group 
of diphysites to whom John was fiercely opposed. Once again, the linking of 
epithets seems questionable; from the hints Photius gives of the doctrinal 
content of Basil's work, it seems to have been a defence of the "symmetrical" 
language of the Chalcedonian formula, but to have concentrated largely on the 
analysis of scriptural texts in thelonger Antiochene tradition. 

Significantly, Basil, who seems to have been writing actively at least through 
the 530s,1% dedicated his attack on John of Skythopolis “to a certain Leontius, 
who had requested it;"'? he addresses this Leontius, Photius tells us, with the re- 
spectfultitlesof"mostholy (601.a7a7ov) and most dear to God (ÜeogiAéoo.rov) 
and father”1 Although it cannot be shown conclusively that this Leontius is the 
Leontius of Byzantium I have been discussing, Basil’s dedication would fit the 


Theodore and still be an opponent of Nestorius, which in turn inspired John, a neo-Chalcedonian, 
to demonstrate his own distance from the classical monophysites Eutyches and Dioscorus 
(cf. n. 128). Photius, however, remains unimpressed by Basils distinction. It is interesting to 
note that Philoxenus of Mabbug, in his letter to Maron of Anazarbus, boasts of having forced 
a "certain person" on the Chalcedonian side—clearly Flavian of Antioch—to anathematize 
“Nestorian” theologians by name, because “he considered them as orthodox teachers and Fathers" 
(cf. J. Lebon, "Textes inédits de Philoxéne de Mabbog^ Le Muséon 43 (1930), 50, 1. 2; tr. 73, 
Il. 16-17; and cf. Lebon's explanation, pp. 25-7). Fanatical opposition to Diodore and Theodore 
undoubtedly had a long history. 


17 In De Cael. Hier. 7 (PG 4,72 A13-14); In De Eccl. Hier. 7 (PG 4, 181 СЗ). 

138 Basil's controversy with John must have been at its height during the 530s, since it is unlikely 
that John's commentary on Ps.-Dionysius, in which he refers disparagingly to Basil’s party, can 
have been written much before then. In one passage, after referring to the “Basilians, John also 
refers scornfully to "the myths of the Origenists" as a contemporary threat (vv): cf. In De Eccl. 
Hier. 7 (PG 4, 176 A8-9). Since the controversy between “neo-Chalcedonians” and Origenists in 
Palestine apparently did not become violent until some time after the death of Sabas (so Cyril, VS 
83, 188,1], 13-22), John's remark against Basil, too, would seem to date from after 532. 

Photius confirms this dating in a general way by reporting on another work of Basil: his 
Ecclesiastical History (Cod. 42: ed. R. Henry I, 26-7; PG 103,76 A7- C2). This was written in three 
books, according to Photius: the first dealing with the years of the emperors Marcian to Zeno 
(450-74); the second (which Photius possessed) reaching from Zeno to the death of Anastasius I 
(474-518); and the third “beginning from the reign of Justin” Unless this third book was very 
short, or dealt with events in much greater detail than the first two, it must have gone down well 
into the reign of Justinian: perhaps into the 5405. 

E. Honigmann (Évéques et évêchés monophysites d'Asie Antérieure au VI siecle: CSCO Subsidia 
2 (Louvain, 1951), 80-1) is surely right in distinguishing this Вас:Лєіос КЕ from the "Basil, 
bishop of Irenoupolis in Cilicia under the Emperor Anastasius" mentioned in the Suda (cf. Suidae 
Lexicon I, ed. A. Adler (Leipzig, 1928), 459, ll. 7-9). Nor is there any evidence to support identifying 
either Basil with the author of “homilies and other works" in Syriac, mentioned in the Catalogue 
of ‘Abdisho’ bar Berikha, as J. S. Assemani (Bibliotheca Orientalis Clementino-Vaticana III, 1 
(Rome, 1724), 38) and K. A. Baumstark (Geschichte der syrischen Literatur (Bonn, 1922), 118) have 
done. The name Basil, after all, was probably even more common than that of Leontius. 

29 Photius, Bibl., Cod. 107 (ed. R. Henry II, 75,1. 7; PG 103, 377 A13). 

10 Photius, Bibl., Cod. 107 (ed. R. Henry II, 78,1l. 12-14; PG 103, 381 A8-10). 
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Origenist leader well, particularly at the time of his influence in the capital during 
the mid-530s. Leontiuss own theological position, as we shall see, is also decidedly 
opposed to the “neo-Chalcedonian” stream represented by John of Skythopolis, 
just as his main work in Constantinople in the 530s and 540s seems to have 
been directed against compromise with the party of Severus; it is probable, then, 
that he developed cordial relations with other diphysite Chalcedonian groups. 
Nevertheless, Leontius is careful, in his own writings, to recognize the correctness 
of theopaschite language," even though he lays no emphasis on it himself. His 
own fierce attack on Diodore and Theodore, along with his disavowal of earlier 
cordial relations with their admirers, may be, as we shall see, an attempt of the 
Origenist leader to free himself from earlier, compromising associations—even, 
perhaps, from his association with Basil the Cilician! 

Having examined all the available evidence for the life of Leontius, I ought 
perhaps to summarize what can be said about him with any degree of certainty, 
granting the validity of all these identifications, before going on to consider the 
date and character of his writings. Leontius was probably born—in Byzantium, 
as his name suggests—during the last quarter of the fifth century. We know 
nothing of his ancestry or early life, but can assume from the quality of his 
works that he received a good education. At some time between 510 and 520, 
probably, he would have come to the Palestinian desert to live the monastic life, 
and after spending some time as an exile in the wilderness of the Dead Sea, with 
Nonnus and his “Origenist” companions, Leontius would have been admit- 
ted—or readmitted'?— with them into the Nea Lavra, about the year 519. There 
he seems to have risen quickly to prominence, in a community traditionally 
known for its interest in the tradition of Origen and Evagrius, and for its intel- 
lectual intensity and freedom; at any rate, we next find him as part of Sabass 
delegation in an important mission to the capital in 531, and immediately hear 
of his joining there in theological debate to defend the Christology of Chalcedon 
against its Severan critics. 

Whether he had been sent by his desert brethren as a kind of permanent agent, 
or whether Justinian now noticed his theological acumen and coopted him for 
the post, Leontius apparently remained in Constantinople for several years: living 
independently—in title, at least, a hermit—and taking part in the ecclesiastical 
controversy and intrigues of the imperial city. He would have attended the 
conversations with the “monophysites” in 532, as the Palestinian monastic 


» 


representative on Ше Chalcedonian side. When the “monophysite” party began to 


1 СА: 112, Il. 30-1; 113,1. 1-2; DTN 41: 160, Il. 1-2. 

1⁄2 Tt is not clear from Cyril’s account whether Leontius was one of the original four Origenists 
who had entered the lavra in 514, or whether he had first joined Nonnus and his followers in their 
desert exile. 
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speak out more boldly, in the mid-530s, Leontius seems still to have been one of 
the leaders of the opposition, and brought at least two of his old Origenist allies— 
Domitian and Theodore Askidas, both now bishops in Asia Minor—to join him 
in preparing for a confrontation. At the Home Synod of 536, Leontius and his 
fellow Chalcedonians apparently won their greatest victory, and he seems to have 
returned to Palestine soon afterwards, his mission accomplished. 

There, new conflicts awaited him: more primitive conflicts, between the rest- 
less, inquiring “Origenist” monks—who seem to have defended, among other 
things,a strongly diphysite Christology as the only possible form of Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy—and their more cautious opponents, whose Christological sympa- 
thies lay with the growing “neo-Chalcedonian” synthesis. By 538 or 539 these 
conflicts ended in violence, and whatever credence one gives to Cyril’s story of 
the abortive assault by the “Origenists” on the Great Lavra, Leontius seems to 
have been at the center of the storm. After enlisting the help of his old friend 
maras Eusebius, in late 539 or early 540, Leontius himself returned to the capi- 
tal to conduct the “Origenist” defence in the capital once agan. This defence in- 
cluded persuading Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem, to break with Ephrem, the 
strongly “neo-Chalcedonian” Patriarch of Antioch, who had recently con- 
demned the works of Origen; but Ephrem and the ambitious Roman deacon 
Pelagius allied with Patriarch Peter and the anti-Origenist monks of Palestine to 
persuade Justinian to join himself to that condemnation. The emperor's edict, 
published in Jerusalem in February 543, was a severe blow to the Origenists, but 
not the end; fighting for survival in Palestine, and helped by the diplomatic strat- 
egy of Theodore Askidas at court, they rose again to influence in the late 540s, 
and only seem to have declined permanently after the second condemnation of 
Origenism, at the Council of 553. Leontius had died before this last Origenist 
revival, probably sometime in 544. But the year or so between the publication of 
Justinians edict against Origen and Leontiuss death may well have been the 
most fruitful of the monks life, from a theological and literary point of view: the 
time when most of his works were either composed or put into their present 
form, and began to circulate as a defense of Chalcedon. It is to those works—to 
their contents and their probable dating—that we must now turn. 


II. THE WORKS 
A. The Six Treatises 


In the Foreword (продесорса:) found at the beginning of his collected works, 
as I have already mentioned, Leontius speaks of the collection itself as a 
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relatively late product of his theological career. Friends, he writes, “who have 
approved of the public disputations which we have often held, have urged us to 
provide them with some kind of written copies of the many theses and solutions 
we have orally proposed”! He has delayed writing for a long time, despite their 
urging, he says—diffident because of his lack of “worldly” education and of 
God-given inspiration.“ But now the spiritual need of the weaker brethren has 
driven him to comply. He has put together a “modest treatise, comprising 
"three Books in all”! which he proceeds to describe and name: in their 
traditional Latin titles, the Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos, the Contra 
Aphthartodocetas, and the Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos.'”’ 

This simple three-part structure, however, is not quite what we find in the 
two main manuscripts of Leontiuss works, Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (V) and 
Oxford, Laudianus Graecus 928 (O). In each of them, Leontiuss two other anti- 
Severan works, the Epilyseis and the Epaporémata, are inserted between the 
CNE and the CA, even though the latter treatises are still labeled "Book I" and 
“Book II; respectively. In addition, as we shall see, manuscript O presents us 
with what seem to be two alternative endings for the main text of the DTN, 
one of which presumes that a florilegium is to follow—as promised in the 
Foreword—and the other apologizing for its absence. If these endings are both 
the work of Leontius himself, they would provide evidence for two editions of 
the treatise. And V offers us, after the DTN, still another work not mentioned in 
the Foreword but purporting also to be by Leontius: the annotated florilegium 
of late fourth-century Apollinarian texts and forgeries known as the Adversus 
Fraudes Apollinaristarum. 'The story of the composition and arrangement of 
Leontiuss works, then— which the Byzantine world seems to have called simply 


13 p, 116, ll. 1-4. ^ ibid., 11. 8-11. 15 ibid., Tl. 19-20. 

46 р. 122,11; p. 116,11.21-2. 

147 Tn his first edition of the Greek text of Leontius, Angelo Mai gave birth to several long- 
standing misconceptions about the original titles and arrangement of Leontius works. First of all, 
he ran together Ше colophon he found at the end of the CA in the Vatican manuscript (ката. 
Афдортодокутбу) with the correct title of the DTN (тв алторртутоо ... ффра. kai OpiapBos) 
to give an unintelligible combination at the start of "Book III, a hybrid title that he abbreviates, in 
Latin, to Adversus Incorrupticolas et Nestorianos. He then added to the confusion by presenting 
the Epilyseis as Book II of the collected edition and moving the CA to a place by itself after the 
DTN. Migne, when reprinting Mai's edition in 1865, restored the CA to its correct place as book II 
of the collected edition, but continued to give the impression (begun by Mai but supported neither 
by the manuscripts nor by the content of the works) that Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos is the 
title ofthe whole, which is then subdivided into three books. This last misconception, in particular, 
has remained in practically all the secondary literature since Mai, and has resulted in the habit 
of referring to the CA as book II of the CNE, and to the DTN as book III of the CNE. In fact, the 
manuscripts give no title to the collected edition at all. Although they do refer to the CNE as 
Aóyos á, the CA as Aóyos В, and the DTN as Aóyos y; it seems less confusing here to call the 
treatises simply by their individual (and correct) titles. 

48 See p. 48 and n. 321. 
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тд Лєбутіо2*? —is clearly not so simple as the Foreword suggests. To understand 
their order and interrelationship, we shall have to look at them one by one. 


1. Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 


The full title of this treatise, the first of the “three books" mentioned by Leontius 
in his Foreword, is “An Examination and Refutation of the Opposed Fantasies of 
Nestorius and Eutyches on the Divinity and Humanity of Christ (т< ката ту 
дедтута Tob Христо? ка! дудратбтуто. évavrías Soxjnoews Neoropíov 
ка! Едтухойв éAeyxos ка! ауатротт)? The very breadth of such a polemic, 
aimed apparently at both extremes of fifth-century Christological interpretation, 
may at first surprise us. But there is obviously a common danger in both an 
exaggeratedly unitive Christology and an exaggeratedly divisive one: that each 
effectively reduces one aspect of the concrete Jesus to mere appearance—the 
approach of the Nestorians, his divine personhood and agency, and that of the 
Eutychians, his abiding full humanity. In fact, Leontius suggests, both parties can 
be brought together under the stinging epithet he attributes to the Abba Nonnus, 
“opposite kinds of docetist (évavrio8ox)ra:): *? Leontiuss underlying thesis in 
this book is that both kinds of Christological error rest on a common mistake, 
avoided only through a careful adherence to the formula of Chalcedon: the 
failure to distinguish clearly between the hypostasis or prosópon, the concrete 
individual being, and the physis or ousia, the generic reality to which a number 
of individuals belong. Further, he compares the classical positions of Nestorius 
and Eutyches in Christology to those of Sabellius and Arius on the Trinity: all 
four are led into error by confusing hypostasis, the individual, with physis or 
essence—the particular with the generic or common.'* Sabellius, wishing to 
emphasize the unity of the divine substance, refuses to distinguish three 
hypostases in God, while Arius, in his eagerness to safeguard the distinction 
in hypostasis between Father and Son, "divides the essence along with them.” 
Similarly Nestorius “divides the natures into hypostases; while Eutyches 
“mingles the natures into a (single) nature"'? So Leontius sets out in Ше СМЕ, 
first of all, to "clarify and explain the concepts of hypostasis and essence, or 


1 So Germanus of Constantinople, in the reference to Leontius mentioned above (p. 5, n. 24), 
speaks of the"very acceptable work" which Leontius, monk of the desert, composed in defence of 
Chalcedon, containing "many testimonia ... about the twofold terminology (zróAAas waprupias 
„пер! THs дуйк в озу); for this reason the book is also called Aeóvria” Corresponding to 
this, the brief collection of excerpts from the CNE and the DTN which is found in a number of 
medieval manuscripts—what I have called the “Excerpta Leontina" or A—is entitled simply ёк 
TÓÀYv Лєоутісу. 

10 p.128,11. 3-6; сЁ also the scholion in V ad loc. 

55 p.128,1.24-p. 130,1. 6. 12 p.128,1.25-p. 130,1. 21. 
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of person and nature;”! the whole treatise is devoted to explaining how a 
single hypostasis, or concrete individual, can participate in more than one nature 
at the same time, without suffering damage to its own internal unity. 

After a brief introduction,’ Leontius presents his argument in seven 
numbered sections;!5 each begins with a question put by a “Nestorian” or 
"Eutychian" interlocutor, and consists mainly in the authors detailed reply. 
Only in one case—question 5158 15 the interlocutor allowed to interrupt 
Leontiuss answer with a further, related question. The work is not a dialogue, 
then, so much as a scholastic treatise, arranged according to difficulties and 
solutions." Question 198 directly takes up the problem of distinguishing 
between nature and hypostasis. Both sets of opponents point out together that 
if, as all parties to the discussion seem to assume, no nature actually exists apart 
from a hypostasis (ovk «От: pubis avvroóoTa ros) ?—if, in other words, 


19 p, 126,1]. 1-4. 154 р.126,1,1-р. 130,1.9. 

155 "These sections are not reproduced in Mai's edition, even though they are clearly numbered 
in the manuscripts. This has led to some confusion. For instance, in a note to a passage from the 
СМЕ 3 (p. 140, ll. 6-18) included in the florilegium of the Patriarch Nicephoruss Antirrhetica П, 
Cardinal Pitra questions the accuracy of Nicephoruss information that the source of the passage 
is the трту rv aiperucóv mpdraots. Mais edition presents the CNE simply as Adyos á, Pitra 
observes, and therefore the reference to a third proposition “nihil est nisi scholion insulsum" (Spic. 
Sol. 1 (Paris, 1852), 348, n. 2). Actually, Nicephorus is referring correctly to the beginning of the 
third question and response of the CNE. 

1 p, 156,11. 1-3. 

157 Leontius himself suggests this in the first sentence of the Foreword to the “collected edition” 
when he refers to the works he is publishing as rv zoAAákis eipguévov ётаторўсєоу ка! 
Adcewy бпотитофовив (1268 B5-6). А stage more formal in structure than the dialogue, this form 
of academic treatise, sometimes designated as erófapokriseis, was adopted also by Pamphilus, in 
his Quaestiones et Responsiones, perhaps a generation later (ed. J. Declerck, CCG 19, 597-662), and 
used later by other Greek theologians. Its origin may well be in the formal dialectical exercises of 
the sixth-century philosophical schools, about which we know relatively little. 

188 р, 130,1]. 10-11. 

19 Leontius allows his interlocutors to propose this as a generally accepted principle. I can find 
no direct parallel to it in the Neoplatonic commentaries on Aristotle contemporary with Leontius, 
although it corresponds, in a general way, to Aristotles insistence on the metaphysical primacy of 
the concrete individual—e.g. in his distinction between “primary” and “secondary” substance (Cat. 
5, 2all-19; 3bl0). Already in the language of the Cappadocian Fathers, however—from whom 
Leontius claims to derive his identification of cis with odota, and his distinction of both from 
úróoracıs or прдасутог, as general from particular—only that which does not itself exist (то ил) 
бу) is said to possess a non-hypostatic nature (Gregory of Nyssa, Vita Moysis II: ed. H. Musurillo 
(Leiden, 1964), 40, 1l. 11-12; PG 44, 333 B1-3; cp. Ps.-Basil [Didymus the Blind], Adv. Eunomium V: 
PG 29, 749 B4-7 [correcting dvumdararoy, 1. 6, to ёуотботатоу!]). Accidents were agreed to be 
дуупдотота, because they have no concrete existence in themselves (cf. De Sectis 7: РС 86, 1240 
D5-1241 A1). Even in the fifth century there had been a controversy between Apollinarians, 
who held that the humanity of Christ was anhypostatic (and so a kind of accident in the Logos), 
and those who held it was enhypostatic, or concretely individualized; cf. the pseudepigraphic 
correspondence between Paul of Samosata and Dionysius of Alexandria (ed. E. Schwartz, “Eine 
fingierte Korrespondenz mit Paulus dem Samosatener,’ Sitzb. der bayer. Akad. der Wiss. 1927, 3, 5, 
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natures or essences only exist as instanced in the concrete individuals which 
represent them—then to speak of two natures in Christ must entail speaking of 
two hypostases as well: something the "Nestorians" presumably would affirm, 
and the “Eutychians” strenuously deny. Leontius replies first with an ad 
hominem thrust at the “monophysites” who use this argument, and asks about 
the metaphysical status of Christ's “flesh” in the Cyrillian formula ula qois 
той Өєоо Adyov oecapkwuévn: is his flesh only part of his one nature, or 
must it be separate from nature altogether?'® To the degree that it participates 
in nature or essence at all, the "flesh" they speak of raises the same question 
against themselves that they have raised against Leontius. Secondly, he turns to 
the ^Nestorians,' and in what is perhaps the most celebrated passage of all his 
writings he distinguishes between the hypostasis, or individual thing, and “the 
hypostatic (тд ebvrróora rov); or that which is individualized: namely, the 
nature or еѕѕепсе.!6! The fact that non-hypostatic natures do not properly exist 
by themselves does not mean that natures are hypostases.'? Leontius carefully 
defines both nature and hypostasis here,'? and the definition of hypostasis, 
especially, is to be of central importance for the rest of his argument: “either 
things which are the same in nature but different numerically, or things put 
together from different natures but sharing reciprocally in a common being; 
The example he gives of such a “composed” hypostasis is man himself, in whose 
case each single individual shares, by definition, in the separate natures of soul 
and body.' 

Question 2,198 posed by the "advocates of division" (the “Nestorians”),1%7 
raises doubts about the appropriateness of the analogy of the human composite 
to explain the Incarnation. After admitting that every analogy limps,'® Leontius 
defends the body-soul parallel to the whole person of Christ, in that both in the 
Incarnate Logos and in every man something invisible and immortal is united 
to something visible and mortal to form a single individual, while the elements 
remain unchanged and unconfused.'? He also discusses the relative “com- 
pleteness” and “incompleteness” of soul and body in man, and of Logos and 
man in Christ. Even though both elements in each are complete, as far as their 
philosophical definitions go,'” still "the Logos is not the complete Christ, even 
though he is completely God, if humanity is not joined to him, nor is the soul a 
complete man, even though it has a complete essence, unless the body is also 


ll. 6-9; 11,1. 13-15; etc.). Both groups of Leontiuss opponents here seem to realize that if one speaks 
of Christ's humanity as a distinct nature, one is speaking in some sense of a ^hypostatic" reality. 


16 р. 130, Il. 18-26. я р, 132,11. 19-23. 18 р. 132,1.26-р.134,1.3. 
16 р. 134,1. 6-20. 16 р, 134,11. 11-13. 15 ibid. IL. 18-20. 
6 p, 134,1.21-p. 136,1. 2. 17 р. 136,1.3. 18 р. 136, 11. 9-11. 


6 р, 136,1]. 11-24. 7? р, 138,11. 12-13. 
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understood to be in conjunction with И?! This isa point of capital importance 
in Leontiuss defence of Chalcedon: Ше Logos is indeed God, but Christ can 
only be understood correctly as God and man in a single individual. 

Question 3, also put by the “Nestorian” side, argues that if the Logos is joined 
to a human nature as intimately as a soul is joined to its body, he will himself 
become—as the soul does—passible and circumscribed, which is unthinkable.” 
Leontius replies that the soul suffers and becomes spatially circumscribed in 
conjunction with the body only because it has in itself the capacity for such 
limitation, but the Logos experiences none of these things in union with its 
humanity, “being impassible by nature and unchangeable.” Question 4, the 
third posed by the “Nestorians,’ asks simply why it is unacceptable to speak of 
two hypostases being united without confusion in Christ, just as one speaks of 
two united natures іп him."^ Leontius answers by returning to his definitions 
of hypostasis and nature, and gives a schematic and rather complicated 
explanation—similar to the schematic explanations dear to the Neoplatonic 
commentators on Aristotle'^—of the “relationships (oxéoeis)" of concrete 
individual and common substance within the one Incarnate Word. 

The next two questions are put into the mouth of Leontius’s “monophysite” 
or Severan opponents. In question 5, they return to the analogy of the human 
composite: if one may correctly speak of man as having one human nature, 
even though one recognizes the abiding distinction of his “parts,” what harm 
can there be in referring to Christ as having one nature, too?!” After a few 
preliminary distinctions, Leontius replies that a human is only said to have one 
nature because there is a class of human composites to which each composite 
individual belongs; but there is no class of “Christs, since he is unique in 
history." Leontius then puts forward the counter-argument that if the Logos 
and the Father are one in nature (as Nicaea proclaimed), then to speak of 
humanity and divinity in Christ as being also one nature implies logically that 
Christ's humanity is of one nature with the Father."? Question 6 represents the 
"monophysite" opponents’ attempt to turn the tables on Leontius: if there are 
two natures in man, as well as one composite human nature, then we must 
also speak of three natures in Christ, as well as two!'” Leontius replies 
rather contemptuously that one could subdivide the "parts" of human nature 


т p, 138,11. 14-16. 2 p. 140,11. 6-9. 15 p. 142,1. 7-p. 144,1.2. 

7^ p. 144,11. 9-12. 

75 СЕ the ovCuyias or “pairs of relationships" elaborated by the fifth-century commentator 
Ammonius Hermeiou, In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1895)), 25, ll. 9-12; or by John Philoponus, In 
Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1898)), 28, Il. 21-3. A similar diagram of these “pairs” appears in two 
manuscripts of those commentators and in the Oxford manuscript of Leontius, which may well 
go back to the authors themselves; see n. 519. 
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almost indefinitely; to speak of the two natures in Christ, however, is not simply 
to make technical distinctions, but to represent in shorthand the two main 
and irreducible aspects of his person. “For the parts of Christ are unmingled 
godhead and manhood. Soul and body are not parts of Christ, but parts 
of a part”! 

Question 7 seems, like question 1, to be put jointly by both “Nestorians” and 
*Eutychians": it is the simple request for Leontius to discuss the “manner of 
union (тротоѕ тв Evajcews)” between God and man in Christ:?! how can 
one conceive of a real, ontologically significant union between two such 
disparate elements? After criticizing the “exaggerated reverence («Ад Вега 
тєрттї)” of those who refuse to speculate on such things,’ Leontius agrees 
that the union in Christ—which must be a “substantial, concrete union of 
essences (7 кат ovoíav те ка! 00а:00915 Kal єўөттботото$ Edwots)”!—is а 
Mystery, open only to faith guided by divine light. He then rejects Ше 
two explanations of the union traditionally associated with his two sets of 
opponents. The “Nestorian” conception of "union in dignity (¿pou 
кота от), he argues, would apply equally well to the saints, who share in the 
status and dignity of the Son, and does not do justice to Christ's unique 
relationship to God.’ But the “monophysite” explanation—that the two 
natures, the divine and human, which existed "before the union" became in 
Christ permanently one—leads simply to a confusion (ooyxvois) of the 
elements of the Incarnate Word. Leontius then distinguishes, at some length, 
the various kinds of union and division that can exist between individuals,'*6 
and insists that the union of natures in Christ must not be one that produces a 
hybrid of God and man, but rather one Ша “preserves the individual character 
of (their) existence, even in unity.” 

After concluding his argument, Leontius offers his readers а florilegium or 
anthology of eighty-eight brief patristic testimonia, introduced and occasion- 
ally interlarded with his own comments, to support both his use of terms and 
his understanding of what union and distinction really mean in Christ. I shall 
have more to say about this and his other florilegia later. 

Taken all together, the CNE is really nothing more than a defence of the 
Chalcedonian definition of Christ's person, as one hypostasis in two natures, 
against challenges from both sides of the traditional fifth-century Christological 
dispute. One cannot help feeling that the balance Leontius tries to maintain 
here between two sets of opponents is a little artificial; both the florilegium, and 
the further development of his position in the two works that follow, suggest 
that the real opponents he has іп mind are the Severan “monophysites,’ In any 
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case, we have little evidence today to suggest that a “Nestorian” rejection of the 
Chalcedonian formula was a widely held position in the Greek-speaking 
Church of the sixth century. Leontiuss method of attack, however, is to present 
his own form of strictly Chalcedonian diphysism as a middle position between 
two extremes that rest ultimately on the same error: a somewhat contrived line 
of argument, perhaps, but dialectically an effective one. There are few clues in 
the text to the date of this work; the reference, near the beginning, to the “top 
philosophers”!** who hope to “make themselves wise men by decree"! could 
be a bitter reference to those who engineered the condemnation of Origen in 
543, but it could refer to earlier influential opposition at court, as well. Whatever 
the date of composition of the CNE in its present form, however, its content 
seems to belong best in the heated theological atmosphere of the 530s, when 
the accusation of “Nestorianism” was not unknown? and when the “mono- 
physite" party led by Severus of Antioch was still active in Justinian’s capital. 


2. Epilyseis 


The CNE is followed, as I have said, in manuscripts V and O, not by the work 
announced in the Foreword as Aóyos В” (the CA), but by a long dialogue 
entitled “Solutions of the Arguments advanced by Severus (ёл:Айсє:ѕ тду Ото 
Zevíápov mpoBeBAuuévov  ovAMoyiopó v)?! The opening lines tell us 
explicitly that the work is intended as a supplement to the CNE, written—again 
at the behest of friends—in answer to new arguments raised by his opponents, 
which did not seem adequately forestalled by the first treatise. Although 


188 p. 126,1. 17. For the textual implications of this epithet, cf. p. 86, n. 482. 

19 p.126, 1l. 15-16. 

190 Те clearest example is that of the monastic community of the "Akoimetoi" or “Sleepless Ones,’ 
a community of pro-Chalcedonian monks in Constantinople, who were accused by Justinian of 
Nestorianism in a letter to Pope John II of June, 533, on the grounds that they refused to acknowledge 
that the man Jesus is “one of the holy and consubstantial Trinity” (Mansi VIII, 795 C-797 B). John 
replied on 25 March 534, confirming Justinians profession of faith and excommunicating the 
Akoimetoi until they should sign a similar profession themselves (ibid. 797 C - 799 D4, esp. 799 A11- 
15). The Akoimetoi had a long diphysite tradition, and were undoubtedly still remembered for their 
dispute with the “Scythian monks” over the theopaschite formula (“One of the holy Trinity suffered in 
the flesh”) some fifteen years earlier. It seems unlikely, however, that the members of this community 
were genuinely Nestorian in their sympathies, since both their hegumen John and their archimandrite 
Euethius were present in the monastic delegation at the Synod of 536 (ACO Ш, 47, 1. 39-41; 68, Il. 
15-16). As we have seen in the case of Basil the Cilician, “Nestorian” was a label all too readily pinned 
on anyone who sympathized with the basic concerns represented by Antiochene Christology. 

191 Те title is given in the singular, as EmiAvots ..., in O and in Mais edition, but the plural 
form, which appears in V, seems to correspond better with the announced intention of the work 
as a discussion of several newly raised difficulties; see also the plural form in p. 278, 1. 12. 
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there is no mention of Severus in the body of the text, the title identifies him, 
the most articulate spokesman for those who rejected the Chalcedonian 
formula, as the source of the objections dealt with here. If this is true, the most 
likely date for the works composition would be the time when both Severus 
and Leontius were in Constantinople, engaged in theological discussion, 
between the winter of 535 and March, 536. In any case, the Epilyseis is an 
unambiguously pro-Chalcedonian work, and attacks “monophysite” arguments 
in even greater technical detail—and with greater theological profundity— 
than did the anti- monophysite sections of the CNE. 

The work is written in dialogue form, though its conversational character 
becomes less and less marked as it progresses, and finally disappears altogether. 
The argument seems to fall into eight sections, which I have marked in the text; 
they are not numbered in the manuscripts, but Leontius’s reference, near the 
end of the work, to “the first chapter of our discussion above”! suggests he was 
writing with some subdivisions in mind. 

The first section’ raises the question whether the Logos assumed a 
“particular nature (ту twa gócw)" when becoming man, or human 
nature in general.” Leontius denies the validity of the distinction, repeating 
the burden of his earlier discussion of hypostasis and nature in the CNE: an 
individual, he insists, is always an individual hypostasis, participating in a 
nature as a particular member of a universal reality, but marked off as a 
hypostasis of that nature by its distinguishing characteristics.!% In section 2 of 
the work,'” his interlocutor turns to the subject of number: does not the 
predication of number, as in the phrase “two natures,’ always imply “quantity 
and division (тб тооду ка! Sunpynpévov)?” Leontius replies that number of 
itself implies neither division nor unity, but merely expresses the relationships 
perceived within and among objects.’ When applied to natures, number “does 
not properly signify their quantity (ro тоаду adrdy) but their diversity (rò 
érepoyevés);?? even if, when applied to hypostases, it signifies a quantity of 
distinct individuals. In section 3,2 the opponent challenges Leontiuss dogged 
insistence on the classical Cappadocian definitions of hypostasis and nature: 


3 Èy T@ прото Kepadaiw тё» артіоѕ Ņropnuévwv: ibid., ll. 13-14. 
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15 The question is not so jejune as it might sound. One of the principal defenses of the pia 
qcis-formula, advanced even by ^neo-Chalcedonians; was that ots can be used in two senses: 
to denote a nature or essence as a universal to which many individuals belong, and to denote 
an individual instance of that nature, a pdois дек, which is not the same as the hypostasis. 
СЕ Leontius of Jerusalem, Contra Nestorianos 1, 20 (PG 86, 1485 D1); IL, 1 (ibid. 1529 C13); II, 7 
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even if these are adequate to express the relationships within the Trinity, in 
the Incarnation the very “newness of the Mystery (rò калгопрепев той 
p.voTnpiov)”—toecho Gregory of Nyssas word—demandsa new understanding 
of the terms?” Leontius forcefully replies that words must retain the same 
definitions for every reference, if language is to remain within the rules of 
predication.’ Of course no human speech is adequate to express the Mystery of 
God—even less adequate in the case of the Trinity than in that of the Incarnation, 
since it is the latter that reveals the Mystery to us.” But this inadequacy does not 
mean that one may consider one’s use of "hypostasis" and “physis; when one is 
talking about either God or God made man, to be exempt from the requirements 
of logic or linguistic consistency. Leontiuss opponent then observes that while 
the Fathers are consistent in their use of these terms for the Trinity, they are less 
so when speaking of the Incarnation; Cyril of Alexandria, for instance, 
occasionally uses "hypostasis" and “physis” as synonyms. Leontius, however, 
denies that such variations are any more than examples of metaphor, or of a 
permissible inexactness of speech.2% 

In section 4,27 the opponent brings forward one of the key phrases in the 
Christological formulary of the sixth-century opponents of the Chalcedonian 
definition: “one composite nature of Christ (uia pious Хрьатод avvÜeros). "7? 
Since they confess his one nature as "composite, they argue, it is an 
"impertinence" to accuse them of simply combining his humanity and divinity 
into a new hybrid. In answer, Leontius distinguishes between the act of oóvÜecus 
or évwous and the things which are so united; what is one in Christ, after the 
union, is his hypostasis, but his human and divine natures—in which he is 
consubstantial with his mother and his Father, respectively—remain, “since 
neither of them changes ... but each preserves, even in union, the difference 
between them.” In section 5,210 the interlocutor returns to the supposition of 
section 1: individual objects belonging to one identifiable generic reality are 
each conventionally said to be themselves that “one nature?! Leontius again 
rejects the notion of “singular natures" as being a misuse of terms; each object, 
he insists, “has a common nature, according to its common species, and a 
proper hypostasis, which distinguishes what is proper in it from what is 


20 p. 276, ll. 22-7, referring to Gregory of Nyssa, Ref. Conf. Eunomii 3 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 313, 
1l. 13-17; PG 45, 468 B13-C3); Ctr. Eun. III, 3 (ed. Jaeger II, 131,11. 19-22; PG 45,705 011-708 A2). 
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common, by defining marks and characteristics? Section 6?? discusses 
patristic tradition as a norm for theological language. The "monophysite" 
interlocutor points out that some formulations with respectable pedigrees—for 
example, “that of the two natures" in Chris?"—have been rejected by later 
Fathers because they have been misused by heretics, and so have acquired 
dangerous associations. Leontius observes that heretics have misused holy 
Scripture as well, but this does not justify our imitating Marcion and expunging 
passages wholesale." Since heresy always goes on, he argues, no Fathers can 
provide, by themselves, a final norm for the correct use of theological language. 
Each generation must have the right to decide the issues for itself, and does so 
principally through the judgments of the holy Synods.?' 

In the important seventh section, Leontiuss “monophysite” opponent 
concedes that his party, too, recognizes two natures in Christ “on the purely 
conceptual level (uot тӯ émivoíq);"* though they believe his nature is a 
single, composite one in its concrete reality. The Chalcedonians themselves, he 
continues, speak occasionally of two hypostases, conceptually distinct but 
united in actuality; their criticism of the “monophysites” therefore holds equally 
against themselves.?? In his reply, Leontius first discusses ézrívo.a—which we 
might translate as "conceit" or "creative thinking”220 There are two kinds, he 
says: the sort of thinking which teases out the possibilities of an idea and reveals 
new implications in it; and the sort which actually fabricates from experience 
notions of beings which do not exist at all. In either sense, to recognize two 
natures in Christ éztvoíg. uóvy is to deny to those natures any reality of their 
own; the Fathers have, it is true, spoken of division between the two natures in 
Christ as existing éarivoia ибут, but have always held the natures themselves to 
exist both actually and in inseparable unity.” Secondly, though Leontius seems 
to admit tacitly that his side has at times distinguished two hypostases in Christ 
in such a "purely conceptual" way, he denies strongly that they have ever held 
their actual existence as separate things, either "before" or “after the union.” 

The eighth section?? is the longest and undoubtedly the most complicated 
chapter of the work. Leontius interlocutor again returns, in effect, to the first 
question raised in the CNE: if every existent being consists of common and 
individual elements, and if nothing is lacking from either of the two realities 
united in Christ, then both his divinity and his humanity must have elements 
they share with other individuals, as well as elements peculiar to themselves. If 
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that is so, one must logically either speak of two natures and two hypostases in 
Christ, or else one must accept “one nature,’ alongside “one hypostasis; as 
equally correct. In his reply, Leontius first emphasizes again that it is never 
correct to speak of an actual division (S:aipeots) in the historical person of 
Christ, the Incarnate Word, either “before” or “after” the union of his natures; 
since neither nature is “the whole Christ” by itself (see CNE 2), then as far as 
Christ is concerned “there was no time when these were not united)?” so that 
division in Christ is always a purely conceptual тайег,22 Still, “there is 
something incommunicable in the union, which is explained by the very 
greatness of the divine nature?” Therefore the union in Christ cannot be a 
“natural” thing; indeed, Leontius is unwilling to look on even the union of soul 
and body in man, or of the elements in the universe, as brought about simply by 
the operation of natural laws—they are all the creative work of the divine 
Logos.” So, he says, the real concern of Christological investigation should not 
be the natures that are united in Christ, but the mode of union (rpómos т< 
€vwaews) between them, and the final product (azroréAeopa,) of it. On the first 
of these subjects, Leontius rejects both the “way of division" —the explanation 
of the unity of Christ in purely moral or linguistic terms—and the “way of 
confusion’, which hybridizes deity and humanity into a new, third thing; the 
only acceptable model is the “middle way” of “unconfused and inseparable 
union,” in which two undiminished natures fully belong to one subject, and so 
bring about in that subject an “exchange of characteristics"? A union of this 
kind is “more unitive that the kind that completely divides, but richer than the 
kind that completely сопй 1вез. 20 As for the “product” of this kind of union, it 
must be neither wholly the same as either part taken by itself, nor wholly 
different; the sameness will reside in the single hypostasis participating in both 
a human and a divine nature, the difference in the natures themselves.?! To 
speak only of one nature in Christ is to suggest that divinity and humanity have 
become, in him, the same as each other;”” but if we can discern in Christ ways 
of acting that are opposed, even contradictory to each other—being visible and 
being invisible, for instance, or being mortal and being immortal—there must 
be two distinct natures in him.” A hypostasis, in Leontius’s anthropology, is by 
definition capable of “receiving opposite and contradictory predicates,” but a 
nature, as a recognizable principle and pattern of behavior, must remain 
consistent with itself.*** After a brief excursus denying the relevance of the 
question of the pre-existence of Christs manhood to that of the unity of his 
person”? and rejecting Cyril’s formula asserting that Christ is one “from two 
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hypostases, 2° Leontius ends Ше Epilyseis by returning to his first principles: 
the difference between hypostasis and nature, the role of characteristics 
(18.60 para.) in marking out both natures and individuals, and the possibility of 
two sets of natural characteristics being predicable of a single person?" 


3. Epaporémata 


The next work in manuscripts V and O is also not one of those announced in 
the Foreword; it is a series of thirty terse theses—the first fourteen little 
more than syllogisms, the last sixteen generally more discursive—entitled 
*Proposals and Definitions Offered as Objections against those who Deny the 
Double Reality of the Divine and Human Nature in the One Christ, after the 
Union (епатортиото. бтодет:кд тє Kal 6ptoTLKa прдв друоицетоив Èv та) 
ги Хрото, wera тту čvwow, Thv биттту THs Üelas те kai avOpwrivys 
ptoews аЛтдевал)” This is the same set of theses that is later quoted—wholly 
in the Doctrina Рагит?? and partly by Euthymius Zigabenus/?—under the 
name "Thirty Chapters against Severus (rà Tpuákovra кефдЛапа. KATA 
Xevrjpov)"; it seems to have been Leontiuss best-known work in medieval 
Byzantium.” Written in a form that appealed to an age fond of such theses"! 
it gives no internal clue to its date or its relationship to Leontius' other writings. 
Clearly, however, it is directed, like the Epilyseis, against the Christology of 
Severus and his school, and so would also fit best into the controversies of the 
mid-530s. 

Theologically, the thirty Epaporémata add little that is new to the two works 
I have already discussed. Most of them summarize arguments conducted at 
greater length in the CNE or the Epilyseis. In theses 1 and 2242 Leontius argues 
from the acknowledged difference between godhead and manhood in Christ 
(1) to the simultaneous presence in him of two identifiable substances (2) and 
so of two natures. Theses 3 to 62% then turn to one of the compromise-formulae 
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of Cyril and later of the “monophysite” party: that Christ exists “from” but not 
“in” two natures. If they are willing to recognize divinity and humanity not only 
as the sources from which the concrete Christ has come to be, but as coexisting 
in him without confusion “after the union,” argues Leontius, it is illogical for 
them to adhere to their own formula and reject Chalcedon’s phrase “in two 
natures”. In theses 7 and 824 Leontius observes that numbers greater than one 
are not the cause of division in the objects enumerated (8), any more than the 
number one is necessarily a sign of identity of subject. Thesis 9245 makes use of 
the Aristotelian principle that the category of relation can only be applied to 
objects that exist simultaneously (aya rà прдв т. Kal дє). If union (€vwots) 
and the things which are united (та évw6évra) belong together in this category, 
the union itself must disappear if the things united cease to exist as, in some 
sense, distinguishable realities. Thesis 1027 returns to the question of number, 
arguing that if the number divides, then even to count the characteristics 
(Фф, фото) of the one nature in Christ is to introduce division. 

Theses 11 to 135 take up the famous passage in Gregory Nazianzen’s second 
letter to Cledonius, in which the Theologian argues that the relation of 
hypostasis and nature in the Incarnation is the "opposite of what it is in the 
Trinity": the distinction in Christ is not one of Aos Kai Ados (one subject 
and another) but of алло Kai 2АЛо (one thing and another)? If we accept 
Gregory's teaching, Leontius insists, we must accept one hypostasis and two 
natures in Christ. In theses 14 and 15,2 Leontius raises a series of questions 
about the possible meaning of the “monophysite” phrase, uia picts aovÜeros. 
It is either another way of saying “two natures,” he concludes, or else it refers to 
а mythical hybrid which is neither God nor man. Theses 16 to 18251 construct a 
similar series of dilemmas in connection with the Cyrillian formula pia pious 
Tov Oco Aóyou осєсаркошёут: if the “flesh” which the Word has become is 
true and natural flesh, then to add сєсаркошёут to the words uia qois is to 
confess a second nature. Theses 19 to 212° turn to the doctrine of Christ's 
double consubstantiality. Leontius argues: (a) it is impossible for Christ to be 
consubstantial (диоойстов) with the Father, whose nature is simple, if Christ's 
nature is composite (cóvÜeros) (19); (b) it is impossible for Christ to be 
consubstantial both with the Father and with us, as orthodox belief confesses, 


?^ р.316,П. 16-24. 26 p.316,1.24-p. 318,1. 1. 

46 p.316,11.24-5. Aristotle, Cat 715; Phys. V, 1 (225b10-11); Met. N, 1 (1088а29-31); Porphyry, 
In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1887)), 117, 1. 35-118, 1. 16; Ammonius Hermeiou, In Isag. (ed. A. 
Busse (Berlin, 1891)), 76, ll. 5-6; In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1895)), 73, 1, 23-74, 1. 3; John 
Philoponus, In Cat. (ed. A. Busse (Berlin, 1898)), 117, Il. 4-9. 

27 “p, 318, 1. 2-5. 28 p, 318,11. 6-18. 

29 Ep. 101, 20-1. (ed. P. Gallay (SC 208), 44,1. 10-45, 1. 2; PG 37,180 А10-В3). 
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if he has only one nature, unless one also wishes to make из consubstantial with 
the Father. 

In thesis 22,” Leontius observes that if there are, as his opponents agree, two 
sets of natural properties (puotxai (дъдтутев) in Christ, then there must be 
two natures in him, to which these properties belong. Thesis 23254 deals with the 
acknowledged difference (8:0фора) between godhead and manhood in Christ: 
if it is a “natural difference’, then this implies there are two natures between 
which it is observed. In theses 24 and 25,25 Leontius attempts to draw 
conclusions from the traditional (Cappadocian) equation of essence (odcia) 
and hypostasis with the common and the particular, respectively. If the Logos 
shares one essence with the Father, he must be, as Logos, of a different nature 
from his own flesh (25). Thesis 26256 repeats the axiom of Epil. 82° that “union 
and nature are not the same"; Leontius deduces from this that if two beings are 
joined in the category of union, as we confess to be true of God and man in 
Christ, they must be one in hypostasis rather than in nature. Thesis 27258 turns 
to the subject of names: “Christ” as a proper name, does not signify a nature 
common to many individuals, but a single hypostasis. It is therefore illegitimate 
to use the traditional body-soul analogy as an argument for confessing only 
one nature in Christ. Thesis 2829 again rejects the formula “from two natures 
(ёк úo púcewv)” as insufficient by itself. Theses 29 and 30,25 finally, return to 
the problem of number. Leontius observes that if we refuse to number divinity 
and humanity separately in Christ, we must avoid all references to them as 
distinctentities (29);to beconsistent,weshouldeven refrain from distinguishing, 
as Scripture so often does, among the various elements of our own composite 
human nature (30). Leontius ends the work with a prayer of thanks, and with 
the assurance that these brief arguments are only meant as "starting points and 
seeds of discussion (афорџиаі ка! сперциато.), to be further elaborated by 
those with a taste for hard work (guAorrove re pou). 


4. Contra Apthartodocetas 


The next work in the collection is entitled “A Dialogue against those of our 
Party who Adhere to the Corrupt Doctrine of the Aphthartodocetists (pos 
Tovs ёк TOV ўшєтєрау mpooÜéuevovs TH катєрдариёут yvy TOV 
Афӣартодокттду didAoyos).’ This is the treatise designated in the Foreword 
as Aóyos В” of the collected edition. It is professedly directed not against 
"Julianists" in the original sense—those anti-Chalcedonians who accepted 


253 p. 324, 11. 18-24. 254 p, 324, 1. 25-p. 326,1. 5. 255», 326, 1. 6-p. 328,1.9. 
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Julian of Halicarnassuss theory that the body of Christ was “incorruptible” 
from the beginning of its existence—but against Chalcedonians who had made 
Julian's theory their own. René Draguet has argued, convincingly and at length, 
from the extant fragments of Julian's writings, that this doctrine was originally 
concerned with theological anthropology rather than with Christology. Human 
“corruptibility,’ in Julian’s terms, seems to be the state of subjection to weakness, 
suffering, and death that each of us inherits, along with Adam’s sin, as the 
present state of our human nature. In saying that Christ was incorruptible, 
Julian apparently did not wish to deny the reality of his sufferings or his death, 
but only to insist that he accepted these things voluntarily; they were not forced 
upon Jesus by the necessity of a fallen nature, because he—alone since Adam— 
was born free of sin.”” So while Julian himself began with a “monophysite” 
Christology similar to that of Severus, and while he may indeed have moved 
farther than Severus was willing to go in the direction of classical fifth-century 
Eutychianism, his doctrine of incorruptibility was not of itself, according to 
Draguet, necessarily linked to his understanding of the unity of Christ. 
Chalcedonians could, and apparently did, find his theory attractive and 
compatible with their own Christ—especially "neo-Chalcedonians? whose 
sympathies lay with the unitive, Logos-centered Christology of Cyril, even 
though their formulation of the Mystery remained within the diphysite 
language of Chalcedon. Ephrem of Amida wrote in defense of the idea, 
according to Photius,’ and towards the end of his life Justinian himself 
officially promulgated it as imperial doctrine.“ 

Leontiuss CA, then, is aimed against supporters of the theory within the 
broad confines of the Chalcedonian camp. Draguet insists that the theory, as 
presented by Leontiuss “Aphthartodocetist”*® interlocutor, differs in some 
subtle but essential respects from the original position of Julian. Leontius's 
opponent uses афдартов to mean “naturally incapable of corruption and 


22 R. Draguet, Julien d Halicarnasse et sa controverse avec Sévère d'Antioche sur l'incorruptibilité 
du corps du Christ (Louvain, 1924); for Draguet's summary of Julian's position, cf. esp. pp. 94-6. 

23 See Photius’s condensation of Ephrems letter to the monk Eunoius, in Bibl., Cod. 228 (ed. R. 
Henry IV, 125, Il. 10-19; PG 103, 969 B6-C1). 

24 ‘This was Justinian’s so-called “Edict for the Romans,’ no longer extant but probably issued 
in the autumn of 564, a year or less before his death; cf. Evagrius, Hist. Eccl. IV, 39 (ed. Bidez- 
Parmentier, 190, esp. 11 16-24); Theophanes, Chron. I (ed. de Boor), 240, |. 31-241, 1.2); Eustratius, 
Vita Eutychii 33-6 (PG 86, 2314-16). СЕ E. Loofs, “Die ‘Ketzerei’ Justinians in Harnack-Ehrung: 
Beiträge zur Kirchengeschichte (Leipzig, 1921), 232-48. 
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proponents of Christ's incorruptibility: see his short treatise and double florilegium, ката 
Афбартодокутф» (ed. M. Richard, CCG 1, 69-78). Though the date of John's work is uncertain, 
it is usually assumed to have antedated that of Leontius, since John seems to be active as a 
theologian from about 515. 
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suffering; and apparently sees Christ's incorruptibility as resulting from a 
transformation, at the time of the Word's Incarnation, of what might have 
been a normal human nature into something superhuman, by the presence 
of the Word. Julian, on the other hand, had apparently held that Christ's indi- 
vidual nature was from the beginning fully normal in its human qualities, 
but simply exempt from the consequences of original sin; his free acceptance 
of suffering and death did no violence, in Julian s view, to the pristine 
humanity that was distinctively his." It is not clear how much Leontius is mis- 
representing his opponents, who were in any case not understood to be part 
of Julians circle; but the picture he paints of them is of a group coming danger- 
ously close to denying the reality of Christs manhood altogether. His own 
reply is a warm, sometimes impassioned defense of the full normality of 
Christ's human nature: surely Leontiuss most accessible, and perhaps his most 
suggestive work. 

In its present form, the CA implies the prior existence of the СМЕ by referring 
to it as Ta ёитросдєу Тр иета.28 There is little in the treatise itself, however, 
that allows us to date it more precisely. Leontius refers to the quarrel between 
Severus and Julian, which seems to have taken place in the early and middle 
520s, as something far enough in the past to have already had a beneficial effect 
on Severan theology.” This would suggest a date at least as late as the 530s, 
while the calm, irenic tone of the argument seems to fit less well with the end of 
Leontiuss life, after the anti-Origenist decree of 543. 

Though the treatise is written in dialogue form, Leontius begins with a 
reasonably full introduction.”” The theory of Christs human incorruptibility 
started, he observes, as an internal dispute among the “monophysites,” but it has 
now ensnared some adherents of Chalcedon as well, simply by the attractiveness 
of a single word: “incorruptibility (ap0apoia)”?” Like Severus in his criticism 
of Julian, Leontius sees the notion that Christs body was incorruptible not 
simply as an anthropological theory, but as the covert ascription of a divine 
attribute to his human nature, which inevitably robs it of its full and authentic 
humanity. If his body was incorruptible, it might just as easily also have been 
invisible, impalpable, even incorporeal.””' But the scandal at the root of Christian 
faith, Leontius reminds his readers, is that the Lord’s human weakness and 


286 Draguet, 177. 267 р.338,11 1-5. 

28 СЕ p. 340,1. 4-25, where Leontius asserts it was the controversy with Julian which brought 
Severus to acknowledge “a difference and properties (9.apopáv те kat i&iórras)" in Christ: to 
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suffering were real, caused not by miracles but by the regular functioning of his 
human nature.22 If Christ’s humanity did not remain exactly like our own until 
his death, then his Passion cannot have been a sharing in our suffering, and so it 
cannot be the means for us to share in the divine likenesss of his resurrection.” 

This is Leontiuss argument against the “Apthartodocetists” in a nutshell; he 
unfolds it at length in the form of a dialogue. He begins by convincing his 
interlocutor that, since God chose to save man not simply by an act of his will, 
but by sending his Son to share in human nature, it was necessary for our 
salvation that his humanity be completely like ours, in soul and in flesh.2“ His 
opponent objects that his party does not hold Christ’s humanity to have been 
naturally (ката qócw) impassible or incorruptible of itself, but they believe 
that it became so when it was joined to the Logos; Leontius points out that the 
question is not how Christ’s body became different from ours, but whether 
it did.2 If Mary, from whom the Logos took his human nature, remained 
naturally untransformed by the Incarnation, as Christians assume, why should 
the child who grew in her womb not have remained exactly as she was??”® 

The “Apthartodocetist” then asks Leontius how the impassibility of Christ’s 
body, even if it began at the moment of the Incarnation, prevented him from 
sharing fully in our human life. The only difference between Christ and us, as 
he sees it, is that Christ suffered and died by his own divine will rather than 
from natural necessity.” Leontius replies that this is to speak in riddles; surely 
if union with the Word made his flesh impassible, the Word would not have 
taken such a gift away again by an act of his will, and indeed could not do this 
without weakening the very union which had conferred 11.2% The truth, rather, 
is just the reverse: that the Word normally “permitted a nature which was 
naturally equipped to suffer to undergo, without sin, what was natural to it”;?” 
his divine will only intervened to exempt it from its lot at exceptional 
moments.” The saving value of Christ’s death, Leontius continues, is due to his 
having suffered all the weaknesses of our fallen nature without having shared in 
our sin.”*' If these weaknesses were contrary to his nature, they would, as 
unnatural passions, themselves have been sinful?* Like art, the supernatural 


2з p. 344, IL. 12-29. 23 p.344, 1. 30-p. 346,1. 5. 274 p. 346,1. 8-p. 348, 1.29. 

2% p.348, 1. 30-p. 350, 1.6. 

27% p.350,1. 7-p. 354,1.9. Both Leontius and his opponent agree that if the “overshadowing” of 
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(тд бтер фоси) "does not abrogate natural faculties (rà фисіка) but develops 
them and enables them both to do their own work and to receive the power to 
do what is beyond them.’ When his opponent then suggests that Christ's 
human weakness was a kind of constant miracle,” Leontius points out that 
miracles are always exceptions to a rule, but human needs and even human 
suffering were clearly part of the daily pattern of Jesus’s life.’ The glory of 
Christ, in fact, is that in him a human nature exactly like ours shared, by personal 
union, іп the riches of the Word of God. When the “Apthartodocetist” tries to 
distinguish between the “corruptible” and the “passible, adducing the example 
of the bodies of the damned, which will suffer in Hell without being wasted by 
1,287 Leontius insists that the kind of natural sufferings Christ underwent were 
indeed of the kind that waste and corrupt the flesh as well.?* 

The discussion then turns to Scripture. The “Apthartodocetist” says that 
whatever arguments Leontius advances, he himself will not budge from what he 
sees to be the clear assertion of Psalm 15.10, that the flesh of Christ “did not see 
corruption.” Leontius offers Lamentations 4.20 and Psalm 29.10 as proofs, on 
the contrary, that the Lord “was included in our corruption” by assuming our 
nature; he interprets Psalm 15.10 as meaning that the flesh of Christ was in fact 
preserved from being corrupted in the tomb, not by an alteration of its nature but 
by the power of the indwelling Word. His opponent insists that no passage of 
Scripture actually says that Christ was corruptible;?! but Leontius lists all the 
other human weaknesses which the Scripture says the Word did accept as part of 
the Incarnation—pain, hunger, thirst, and every aspect of the process of physical 
change (dAAotwais) that includes birth, growth, and death22—and he suggests 
that if one accepts all of this, one ought also to acknowledge Jesuss natural 
corruptibility as well, even if, as Scripture says, he never “saw corruption." 


23 p. 358, 1. 31-р. 360, 1. 1; cf. also p. 360, ll. 4-24. Leontiuss position here seems to anticipate 
the later Thomist axiom that “grace does not destroy nature, but perfects it" (e.g. ST 1/1, q. 1, a.8, 
resp. ad 2). 
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The “Apthartodocetist” then glides from Scripture back to anthropology: if 
Christ is called “the new Adam’, must his human nature not be as Adam's was 
before the fall—incorruptible, because free from sin??* Leontius avoids taking 
a position on the original incorruptibility of Adam (although he implies he 
finds the doctrine unconvincing),?^ but he insists that the form of human 
nature which the Word assumed is that of the fallen Adam, since he became 
flesh to save both him and us, who share the consequences of the fall.2% The 
likeness of the Lord's flesh to ours is the presupposition for our imitating him, 
and for his deaths loosing us from the hold of death.”” 

The final argument of the “Apthartodocetist” is really an argument from 
appropriateness: if the Word did not bestow incorruptibility on his own body 
from the beginning of its existence, but only allowed it to attain incorruptibility 
after death, as we hope to do, this would “disturb (ектардтте:) the great 
mystery of the union”;2% further, if the effects of the union on Christ's human 
nature were not full and instantaneous, then it would seem, by analogy, that we 
too do not receive the fullness of grace immediately at baptism.” Leontius 
replies that it really seems more appropriate for Christ's flesh to begin like ours 
and to become incorruptible only later, since otherwise every bit of effort in his 
life, from the first moment of the Incarnation, would have been both superfluous 
for him and meaningless for us.°° 

He concludes by reminding his opponent that one must always distinguish 
the principle by which Christs human nature was formed (ó Aóyos ris 
odawwaews той офцатов)--Ша! is, the overshadowing of Mary by the Holy 
Spirit—from the “manner of union (ó трдтов тв évc)aecs); the juxtaposition 
of God and man which provides the metaphysical structure of his person. The 
characteristic features of his humanity developed by the normal laws of growth, 
even though the Word was fully united to that humanity from the first moment 
of the Spirits descent on Mary's womb. To see physical incorruptibility as a 
result of the union of flesh with the Word is to confuse personal union with 
causality." Leontius appends to his treatise a florilegium of twenty-seven 
patristic quotations, to which he has added a short introduction and conclusion. 


5. Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 


The next work in the Leontian corpus is entitled“An Unmasking and Triumphant 
Defeat of the Unspeakable and Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, and 
of the Fathers of this Heresy (тў дторр?тои ка! арҳоє:дєстёраѕ Tdv 
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NeoropiavQv daefeías, ka rv тайтув ттотёрозу, papa kai ВріошВоѕ)? 
Although this is the third and final book of the collected edition of Leontius's 
works, as announced in his own Foreword, its character differs sharply from 
all four of the tracts I have discussed up to now. Most of it is not so much a 
theological argument as an angry diatribe against Theodore of Mopsuestia 
and his teacher Diodore of Tarsus, and against those of Leontiuss own day 
who accepted their teachings. The work was written, as Leontius admits, to 
settle an old personal score.?? As a young man he had himself been а follower 
of Theodore, he confesses, dazzled by his theological "precision (акріВєга)” 
and misled by Theodores contemporary disciples? But the grace of God 
and the intervention of "godly men" saved him from continuing in error, and 
now—after a long and tactful silence—a “just cause” impels him to speak out 
and expose Theodore and his school for what they really are.3% 

The work that follows is a brisk volley of forty-four numbered chapters, some 
of them only a few lines long, attacking Theodore, Diodore, and their followers— 
all labeled ^Nestorians"—on a variety of personal and doctrinal grounds, mainly 
with the implication that they are secular-minded rationalists. Chapters 1 to 6°% 
describe the tactics of the “Nestorian” party in Leontius day, reflecting, perhaps, 
Leontiuss own experience. The only "Fathers" they accept, he says, are Diodore 
and Theodore. They even pretend not to honour "the original sources of their 
impiety"—presumably Paul of Samosata (1) among others—and profess 
allegiance to Chalcedon, all the while trying to foist their own interpretation of 
that tradition on the innocent (2). Promising to use influence at court for the 
advancement of their victims (3), they lure monks into a secular way of life and 
suborn laymen with hints of future worldly success (4). They are themselves 
divided into two factions: one openly admits its admiration for Nestorius, but the 
other is willing even to anathematize him, and adheres simply to his intellectual 
"father, Theodore. Their low regard for the Eucharist makes it easy for them to 
remain in communion with the orthodox under false pretences (5-6). 

With chapter 7, Leontius begins his direct attack on Theodore himself. 
Chapters 7-12306 are a quick, vituperative summary of the negative highlights 
of his career, including his early “lapse” from the monastic life, from which John 
Chrysostom “rescued” him (7), and his attack on Mary's title Theotokos (10). In 
chapters 13-17,°” Leontius turns to Theodores critical exegesis of Scripture. He 
has tried to reduce the inspired content of the Bible, Leontius says (12), deleting 
as inauthentic a large part of the book of Job (13) and rejecting altogether the 
Catholic Epistles (14), the titles and traditional dates of the Psalms, Hymns, and 
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Odes of the Old Testament (15), the Song of Songs (16), both books of 
Chronicles (17), and the book of Ezra (17). Chapters 18-38808 then launch a 
broad, personalized attack on Theodore’s doctrine. He has rewritten the Nicene 
Creed, says Leontius, in such a way as to import into it his own divisive 
Christology (18), and has composed his own liturgical anaphora as well (19). 
His followers, especially Barsaumas, have spread these heresies eastwards into 
Persia, making many converts there to the "Nestorian" brotherhood (21-3). 
Theodore is skeptical, too, about original sin (24) and the existence of angels 
(25), and he deviates from the Christian understanding of creation by accept- 
ing the Manichean doctrine of an “essential darkness (ovo.ddes акдтов)” 
which existed before the world (26). He believes the Antichrist will not be 
punished, in the end, but will simply dissolve into nothingness (27), and 
he considers some kinds of being not to be directly created by God, but 
simply to be “by-products (поракодообтиата) and secondary accidents 
(парасчиВтиата.)”? of other creatures (28). Theodore even denies that God 
is “essential good (одос:0дє5 Фуо.йбу), or that he is the source of being for all 
that is good and beautiful (29). 

With chapter 30, Leontius takes up Theodores Christology. He conceives of 
Christ as simply a man, writes Leontius, and then blasphemously urges humans 
to worship him alongside the Holy Trinity (30-1). The divine Logos, forseeing 
Jesus's “resolution towards the good (пер: rà кода, mpd0earv),>” united him 
to himself from the womb (32); but Jesus the man remained untransformed, 
according to Theodore, sharing our normal human ignorance except when the 
Logos afforded him special knowledge (33), undergoing psychological as well 
as physical suffering (34), and growing in moral virtue like other holy men (35). 
Only at his baptism did he become “perfect” and enter fully into an evangelical 
pattern of life (36); even so, he accepted the prospect of the cross with reluctance, 
as an unavoidable stage on his path to glory (37), and only overcame his fear of 
death in Gethsemane through the persuasion of the angel who appeared to 
comfort him (38). Leontius characterizes this picture of Christ as part of a “war 
on the truth; ?" begun by Paul of Samosata and carried on by Theodore’s teacher 
Diodore, but brought to a peak by Theodore himself (38). Even Nestorius, 
Leontius observes in chapter 39,” only repeated Theodore’s heresies on а 
limited scale; but because he proclaimed them publicly he was excommunicated, 
while the more cautious Theodore remained undetected. 

In chapters 40 and 41,?? Leontius deals briefly with Diodore: the “Nestorians” 
try to justify him, he says, on the grounds that he corresponded with Basil of 
Caesaraea and other Fathers of unimpeachable reputation (40), but association 
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with the orthodox does not make a man orthodox himself, as the cases of 
Origen and Apollinarius show (41). 

In chapter 42, Leontius approaches his opponents positions in a genuinely 
theological way, for the first time in the DTN. The “Nestorians” he writes, 
produce Christological formulae and expressions from orthodox Fathers 
which resemble their own; but they omit mentioning the other, more unitive 
formulae which have an equally important place in the patristic гаф оп 34 
Moreover, he insists, “our controversy is not about expressions (où пер: 
Aé£eov), but about the manner in which the whole Mystery of Christ exists 
(пер! той трдтои тод Лоо ката. Xpíarov wuormp(ou) >” therefore one 
must look beyond traditional formulae to Ше basic principles of patristic faith. 
According to Leontius, this faith confesses “the manner of union (трбтов r? 
évwoews), which has come to exist essentially, not in mere relationship 
(oba.wdds GAN’ od axerucós), so that the Word has its being in a complete 
humanity, as the ‘inner тат co-subsists in us, in the Apostles words, and 
contributes to a definition of the whole (Christ) after the union"?! Rejecting 
formulations of the Mystery of Christ which fall on either side of his own, as 
either overly unitive or overly divisive, Leontius reaffirms his commitment to 
the faith of Chalcedon and of Leo?" 

The final two chapters of the DTN (43-4)? deal with the “Nestorian” conten- 
tion that Diodore and Theodore must be accepted as orthodox because they 
have never been officially condemned (43). This is due to circumstances and to 
their own craftiness, says Leontius (43); but they were implicitly included in the 
condemnation of Nestorius at Ephesus, he asserts, and have certainly been con- 
demned by such orthodox Fathers as Cyril, Proclus, and Rabbula of Edessa (44). 

This polemic against the “Nestorians” is also followed by a florilegium, as 
announced in the Foreword to the collected edition: here a collection of sixty- 
two texts, including thirty-six substantial excerpts from Theodores dogmatic 
works, five from Diodore, and a number of smaller fragments attributed to Paul 


3^ 159,1. 10-160, 1.6. 35 160,11. 6-8. 

36 160, 1. 13-161,1. 3. In this careful formulation of orthodox Christological belief, Leontiuss 
comparison of the Logos in Christ with the"inner man" in each of us strikes a new note; except for 
Epil. 8 (95,1. 21), where he speaks of the humanity of Christ existing “in the Logos,” he generally 
avoids giving the impression that one aspect of Christ is in any way contained "within" the other. 
Perhaps this phrase, which adds a slightly more unitive coloring to Leontiuss formulation than 
one normally finds in his anti-monophysite works, reflects a wish, in the DTN, to ingratiate 
himself and his party with Justinian. See pp. 56-7. On the theme of the “manner” or “mode of 
union" in Christ, in Leontius and in other Greek Fathers, see my article, “Nature and the “Mode of 
Union’: Late Patristic Models for the Personal Unity of Christ,” in Gerald O'Collins, SJ, Stephen 
Davis, and Daniel Kendall, SJ (eds.), The Incarnation: An Interdisciplinary Symposium (Oxford, 
2002), 164-96. 

?7 161,11. 18-26. за 161,1.27-163,1.1. 
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of Samosata and Nestorius, as well as a handful of orthodox testimonia at the 
end. In the Oxford manuscript (O), however, this florilegium is separated 
from the DTN by another short work, incorrectly attributed to Leontius,*” and 
the body of the DTN ends with a paragraph, absent from V and P, in which 
Leontius gives his reasons for not including a florilegium of excerpts from the 
“Nestorians.”>” The most likely explanation for the presence of this paragraph 
in O is that Leontius first circulated his broadside without a florilegium, and 
that he later added one, either of his own manufacture or ready-made— perhaps 
at the time when he put together the collected edition of his works. The 
paragraph which appears at the end of the DTN in O would presumably have 
been deleted from this “second edition,” but must have found its way back into 
О or its ancestor from an earlier сору?! 

This raises the question of the date and circumstances of the composition of 
the DTN, and indeed of the whole "collected edition" of Leontiuss works. As I 
have already mentioned, the DTN must have been written before Justinian 
issued his edict against the "Ihree Chapters" in late 543 or 544, for Leontius 
acknowledges in it that “no one has condemned" Diodore or Theodore.?? Since 
the treatise makes no mention of Theodoret of Cyrus or Ibas of Edessa, it was 
presumably not itself part of any propaganda campaign leading up to the edict, 
since their anti-Cyrillian writings, as well as all the works of Theodore, were 
included in that condemnation. Even so, if we are to believe that the testimony 
of Liberatus, Facundus, and Evagrius that Justinian's edict against the Three 
Chapters was brought about by the political maneuvers of Theodore Askidas 
and the other Origenists— devised by them as a strategic counter-blow in the 
wake of Justinian's edict against Origen of 543?^—then Leontiuss tract fits well 
into the general context of that Origenist reaction. By discrediting the founders 
of the Antiochene school, it may also have been conceived as a way of indirectly 
discrediting the Roman deacon Pelagius, who had apparently supported the 


319 This is the tract of Maximus Confessor, пер! тфу 600 той Хрістод фбовс (PG 91, 145 
45-149 A19). It also appears in an eleventh-century manuscript now in the Escorial (Esc. Gr. 452 
[ V.111.7], ff. 200-2), as a work of Leontius. Nevertheless, Maximus’s authorship seems certain, 
both from the content and style of the tract and from its widespread inclusion in the manuscript 
tradition of his writings. 

320 p.448, apparatus. 

321 That the florilegium of the DTN was an afterthought is also suggested by the fact that it is 
numbered as a new work in manuscript P, and listed separately in the table of contents at the 
beginning of V (which does not mention the Epilyseis, the Epaporémata, or the other two florilegia 
at all). This table of contents is in the hand of George Balsamon, the scribe of Cardinal Giovani 
Salviati, who owned V in the mid-sixteenth century; whatever his reasons were, Balsamon, like the 
scribe of P, must have judged that the florilegium is sufficiently detached from the body of the 
DTN to be considered a separate work. 

92 See pp. 5-6 above; pp. 49-50 below. 95 p.444,1.27. 324 See p. 12 above and n. 65. 
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anti-Origenist decree but who seems to have been, like most of his Western 
confrères, favorably disposed toward Antiochene Christology in general, with 
the exception of Nestorius.?? Secondly, an attack on Theodore and his followers 
would have been a simple stratagem for drawing the emperor's fire away from 
themselves." More important, the DTN's strongly worded protests against 
the dangerous doctrines of other theological “revolutionaries,” as well as its 
passing inclusion of Origen in the company of heretics, sound suspiciously 
like the desperate attempt of an Origenist under a cloud to assert, for readers at 
Justinian’s court, the orthodoxy of his own opinions. 

Leontius, after all, was clearly no "neo-Chalcedonian? His writings make it 
clear he was not part of the growing movement to interpret the Chalcedonian 
formulation of the Mystery of Christ in Cyrillian terms, a position that would 
dominate the canons of the Second Council of Constantinople in 553. The main 
theme of his Christological writings is their insistence that the one hypostasis of 
Christ exists in two complete natures, neither of which functionally eliminates 
the other; it is a Christology inspired more by theTrinitarian language of the 
Cappadocians than by the language of Cyril of Alexandria—one which refuses 
to yield anything of the metaphysical symmetry of the Chalcedonian formula to 
the growing demand for a Christology centered on the Logos.?? It would have 
been all too easy for the ^neo-Chalcedonians" of Palestine and Syria, who seem 
to have campaigned for the anti-Origenist edict of 543, to accuse Leontius and 
his friends of sympathy with Nestorianism, especially if he had been on close 
personal terms with Basil the Cilician or other admirers of Theodore in the late 
530s. Here was “just cause” enough for Leontius to proclaim his innocence, to 
distance himself from his past, and to express, as strongly as he could, all his 


25 See above n. 58. The Latins seem to have regarded opposition to Theodore of Mopsuestia as 
a covert opposition to Chalcedon and Leo. The years of the Acacian Schism undoubtedly had 
made them sensitive to any attempt to upset the Chalcedonian terminological balance in favor of 
a more explicitly Cyrillian Christology. Origen, on the other hand, was doubtless still regarded 
with suspicion in the Roman Church, as he had been since the end of the fourth century. 

26 This is the thesis of Marcel Richard, who sees a number of points of correspondence—many 
of them perhaps rather far-fetched—between the DTN and Justinian’s decree against Origen; cf. 
"Origéniste?;' 48-9. Richard assumes in this article that all of Leontiuss works were written after 
February 543, as a counter-offensive to the condemnation of Origen, and that therefore all three 
“books” of the collected edition are really political pamphlets, rather than honest essays in 
theology (ibid. 40-1, on the CA; 55, on the CNE). Richard’s conception of the chronology of 
Leontius’s works is less than clear, however. He emphasizes the apparently hasty character of the 
DTN (ibid. 43), yet he suggests that Leontius wrote the CNE first, to prepare himself a benevolent 
audience by a rather conventional refutation of Christological extremes, and supposes that he 
even had time to respond to ultra-Cyrillian attacks on it in the Epil. and the Epap., before writing 
the CA and DTN (ibid. 57). 

2? On this point, cf. Richard, “Origéniste?? 46-7, and my own “Origenism,” 361-2. 

95 See pp. 12-14. 
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present misgivings about the orthodoxy of a pre-Chalcedonian form of 
diphysism, which seemed more radical than his own. 

The most likely date, then, for a first version of the DTN would seem to be 
soon after the publication of Justinian’s decree against Origen, perhaps in the 
spring of 543. This suggests, in turn, that the “collected edition" of Leontius's 
works, containing its programmatic Foreword and the three main controversial 
works on the person of Christ—the CNE, the CA, and the second version of the 
DTN, each now equipped with its own florilegium—will have been published 
shortly afterwards: between mid-543, perhaps, and Leontius’s death some time 
in 544. Incorporating three tracts written against three different groups of 
opponents over perhaps a decade, and including slight editorial changes to 
give them the appearance of a single odvrayya,” the collected edition was 
probably published to give yet more detailed proof of Leontiuss Chalcedonian 
orthodoxy: a Christological tour de force, by a strict supporter of Chalcedon's 
original portrait of Christ. The criticism of the Cyrillian formula, pia pious 
Tov Oeo Aóyov сесаркоретт, favoured by “neo-Chalcedonians” as well as 
by Severans, in CNE 1,290 and the attack on the doctrine of Christ's human 
incorruptibility in the CA, might also have had an added value now, as an 
indirect riposte against Ephrem of Amida, a “neo-Chalcedonian” leader who 
had had a hand in the condemnation of Origen. As for the Epilyseis and the 
Epaporémata, the “collected edition" may have included them from the start as 
appendices to the CNE, but the fact that the Foreward does not mention them 
makes it seem more likely that they were occasional works, written in the 530s 
and inserted into their present place by an editor at a later date. 


6. Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 


The sixth and last work in the corpus of Leontiuss writings bears the title, 
"Against those who Present us with Certain Works of Apollinarius, Falsely 
Ascribed to the Name of the Holy Fathers (прдв ros mpopépovras ńuîv 
twa тф» ZAroAwapíov, petdws ётиуєурациёра eis óvoua THY dyiwv 
Iarépwv)” It appears only in manuscript V, after the florilegium of the DTN, 
and is therefore even less likely than the Epil. and the Epap. to have been includ- 
ed by Leontius in his “collected edition.” The AFA is not really a theological 
treatise, but a florilegium of excerpts from Apollinarius of Laodicaea and two 
of his disciples. Leontius’s own contribution is no more than a paragraph of 
introduction,’ a brief comment in the middle of the collection;?? and a few 
more comments at the end.3 The purpose of the collection, as he makes clear,334 


99 See p. 122, 1.1. 330 p, 130,1 18-p. 132,1. 17. 31 р. 526, I. 1-14. 
32 p,558,11.12-27. 33 р.568,1,6-р.570, 1.4. 
зи p. 526,11. 1-17; p. 558, Scholion Leontii 1-9. 
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is to provide documentary proof that many of the quotations from Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, Athanasius, or Julius of Rome which the “monophysites” pro- 
duce to support their arguments for a highly unified view of Christ are in fact 
the work of Apollinarius. The whole book has a much more informal character 
than any of the other works of Leontius: the fact that it is addressed to a single, 
unnamed person, and the absence of the kind of rhetorical beginning and 
end that we find in his other works, suggests that it may be a private dossier, 
compiled for the use of a friend, rather than a work intended for publication. 
Doubts have been raised in the past about whether the AFA is actually 
Leontiuss work at all. Friedrich Loofs, who thought that the author's identity 
must remain an open question, advanced three main arguments against 
Leontiuss authorship:** (a) Leontius includes a quotation from Ps.-Julius, De 
Unione, as Test. 32 in the florilegium of the CNE, while the AFA sets out to show, 
among other things, that many of the works circulating under Julius’s name are 
Apollinarian forgeries; (b) there is no suggestion in any other works of Leontius 
that he was aware of these forgeries; (c) the compiler of the AFA refers to 
monophysites as GzrooxíoTat an epithet not used by Leontius in the other 
treatises. Assertion (c), however, is surely inconclusive; dzrooyiarns was 
probably just as common an epithet for monophysites as дкефоЛов, yet he also 
uses that title in only one context.?? Assertion (b) is not quite true. In DTN 41, 
Leontius says that Apollinarius had boasted of letters written to him by 
Serapion, Athanasius, and other illustrious persons??? while he could have 
known of this second-hand, it seems more probable that he is relying here on 
his own knowledge of the forgeries— more precisely, on the two testimonia 
in the AFA where Apollinarius makes just this claim.?^ The lack of references 
to the forgeries in the rest of Leontiuss work is probably due to nothing more 
than the fact that he normally concerns himself with the arguments of his 
opponents rather than with their documentation. Loofs’s assertion (a) is perhaps 
a more serious argument against Leontiuss authorship, but is also hardly 
conclusive. The two extracts from the De Unione contained in Ше AFA,™! as well 
as the passage cited in the CNE, are all given without exact titles, so there is no way 
of knowing whether Leontius realized they came from the same pseudonymous 
work. Further, he cites the extract in the CNE as one used by Cyril of Alexandria 


335 cou p. 526,]. 12. 36 Leontius von Byzanz, 90-2. 

37 р, 558, Scholion Leontii, 1. 16. 

38 As the title of his Severan interlocutor in the Epilyseis. For examples of the popular use of 
дпос (стол and dxépado for Ше monophysites in the mid-sixth century, see the acclamations 
of the crowd at the Synod of Tyre (518), in ACO III, 86-90; Theodore Lector, Hist.Eccl. 2, 26 (PG 
86, 197 A6); Cyril of Skythopolis, VS 55: 147, ll. 14-15; VE 30: 47,1. 7. 

59 р, 438,11. 13-17. 

340 AFA 1,3 (р. 528,1]. 4-5); 3 (p. 560, Il. 6-8). 

#1 2.2 and 3, from Timothy of Berytuss трдѕ 'Ouówov (p. 544,1.28-р. 546,1. 9). 
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“in the synod held under his leadership (êv т7 кат’ айтди сотбдс))? Even if 
Leontius may have had his own doubts about the authenticity of works 
appearing under Juliuss name,he was understandably happy to use against the 
Severans a text which he believed to have Cyril’s authority behind it, especially 
since—in the form in which he gives it—it favors his own diphysite cause.*# 
There seems to be no good reason, then, not to accept the AFA as a work of 
Leontius, even if it is a less finished work than the other five. The text offers no 
hint of the date of its composition.?^ It is tempting, however, to see it as a dossier 
Leontius may have produced for the use of Hypatius of Ephesus and the 
Chalcedonian side in the conversations of 532. It had been known for some 
time that many of the patristic proof-texts used by the Severans in their 
criticisms of Chalcedon were pseudepigrapha;?^ Innocent of Maroneia tells us 


?2 p. 210, Test. 32, ll. 6—7. It is not clear where Leontius has acquired this information; there is 
no evidence, however, that Cyril made use of this text at Ephesus, as the rubric might suggest 
(cp. the title of Test. 37, p. 214,11. 6-7). 

#3 Leontiuss version is, in fact, a slightly doctored one; see the apparatus ad loc. 

?* Loofs (Leontius von Byzanz, 91) argued for a date between 511 and 520, mainly because of a 
reference in the work to bishop Andrew of Sidon as ӨєофАёттото< (p. 560,1.3). Andrew, otherwise 
unknown, is listed as a participant in the anti-Severan Synod of Tyre, held in 518; he can hardly have 
been bishop when Severus himself held a Synod at Sidon in 511, so that he must have been appointed 
some time between 511 and 518. Now the epithet QeogiAéo raros, according to Loofs, suggests that 
Andrew was still alive at the time the AFA was compiled, since one would expect a dead bishop, he 
says, to be called waxd pios instead. And Loofs wants to exclude a date much later than 520 for the 
AFA, on the ground that the work makes no explicit reference to Severus and his party, who became 
“controversial” only after the accession of the Emperor Justin in 518. These arguments are less than 
convincing, however. Nothing is known of the date of Andrew of Sidon’s death, and the epithet 
GeopiAéoraros is, in fact, frequently used for the deceased by patristic writers (cf. G. W. H. Lampe, 
A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford, 1961), 642). The AFA scarcely has room for references to Severus, 
since it is simply an Apollinarian florilegium; in any case, as I have already said, it seems to have been 
written more as a private dossier than as a work of public controversy. 

?55 The first sign of an awareness of the forgeries is the charge in the letter of some Chalcedonian 
monks in Palestine to Bishop Alcison of Nicopolis (d. 516), that the Severan party Aóyovs 
Патёроу moÀÀobs vevobedxact, тоААо®< де Атоћуаріоо Aóyovs Abavaci ка 'pyyopio 
TQ Oavparoupy® kai ТоуМо bid rdv énvypagóv буатєдєікастх (quoted by Evagrius, Hist. 
Ecc. 11, 31: ed. Bidez-Parmentier, 129, Il. 11-14). According to Leontius of Jerusalem, John 
of Skythopolis (the first commentator on the Dionysian corpus; active, as we have seen, in the 
520s and 530s: cf. pp. 22-3), was quomovíoas év rois паЛоготдтов Ипойтароу 
ovyypáupaow, and both he and “the Romans” authoritatively denied the authenticity of a certain 
work ascribed to Pope Julius (Ctr. Mon., 1865 B13-C3); cf. also the excerpt from John’s work 
against Severus quoted by the Sixth Council (Mansi XI, 440 А7-10; ACO ser. II; 2/1, 366.19- 
368.2). Justinian, too, advanced arguments against the authenticity of the letters ascribed to Julius 
and Athanasius (Ctr. Mon. 86: ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians [=Abh. der 
bayer. Akad. der Wiss., NF 18: Munich, 1939], 21, ll. 6-22; PG 86, 1128 B3-C16), and says it is “not 
unknown to any right-thinking person” that these are forgeries (ibid. 77: ed. Schwartz, 19, Il. 9-10; 
PG 86, 1125 D-D4; cf. 70-6: ed. Schwartz, 18, 1. 16-19, 1.7; PG 86, 1124 D5-1125 C15). On the 
monophysite side, Severus himself was sharply on the watch for textual errors and wrong 
attributions; сЕ, for example, Contra Impium Grammaticum Ш: 37: CSCO IV, 6 (Paris, 1933) 233, 
1,19~234, L 1; tr. 171, 1. 26-172, 1. 1; ibid. 39: 243,1. 14-253, 1, 28; tr. 179,1. 11-186, 1. 31. 
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that Hypatius reminded his opponents of this during the collatio, and that he 
therefore questioned the authenticity of a number of the authorities they put 
forward for the а púcıs formula, including texts ascribed to Cyril, Athanasius, 
Popes Felix and Julius, and Gregory Thaumaturgus, as well as the new-found 
works of Dionysius the Areopagite.*“° Since Leontius seems to have been 

resent at those conversations as part of the pro-Chalcedonian delegation, he 
may well have been commissioned to provide Hypatius with documentary 
proof for these allegations, and may have compiled the AFA as a result. 


7. The Fragments 


There is no strong evidence that Leontius of Byzantium wrote anything besides 
the six works I have discussed. Loofss elaborately defended hypothesis that ra. 
Aeóvrua. originally also included a vast, systematic treatise known as the 
Scholia, of which only a heavily reworked section—now the De Sectis—and a 
few other isolated fragments, including two of those edited here, remain, was 
decisively refuted by J. P. Junglas early in this century?^ Junglas and more 
recently Richard? have shown that the De Sectis is a somewhat later work, 
dependent on the writings of Leontius for some aspects of its Christology but 
significantly different in others. As for the fragments in question, Loofs was 
relying mainly on two short texts which appear at the end of a Byzantine 
collection of extracts from Leontius, which I have called the "Excerpta 
Leontina"?? Unlike the rest of the texts in that collection, the last two do not 
correspond to any passages in Leontiuss six extant works, and Loofs saw in 
them proof that Leontius had written more. Junglas discovered, however, that 
both of them are paraphrases—the second close, the first more distant—of 
passages in the commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge by Leontius contemporary, 
Ammonius Hermeiou.*” Since all the extracts in the Excerpta Leontina are of a 
technical or dialectical character, and since the Excerpta themselves usually 
appear in manuscripts containing logical and scientific works, one can easily 
suppose that these two short paraphrases of Ammonius may have found their 
way, by a scribes confusion, into a collection of excerpts from Leontius’s rather 


*5 Epistula ad Thomam Presbyterum, ACO IV, 172,1. 7-173,1. 16. 

?9 Leontius von Byzanz. Studien zu seinen Schriften, Quellen und Anschauungen (Diss. Breslau, 
1907; = Forschungen zur christlichen Literatur und Dogmengeschichte VII, 3 (Paderborn, 1908)), 
5-15. 

48 "Le Traité ‘De Sectis”: cf. n. 93. 

?9 Cf. pp. 84-91; for the text, cf. pp. 578-84, esp. p. 538,1. 15-p. 584,1.3. 

© Junglas 14. Fragment 18 of the Excerpta loosely corresponds to several scattered sentences 
in Ammonius Hermias, In Porph. Isagogen 1,3 (ed. A. Busse, 32,1. 2-33,1. 16); Fragment 19 is part 
of a single sentence from Ammoniuss Prooemium: ibid. 21, Il. 8-9. 
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technical discussion of the structure of the person of Christ. There seems little 
reason for seeing these two short paraphrases as the work of Leontius himself; 
І have, however, included them below as Fragmenta Incerta 1 and 2. 

‘Three other short passages,351 without strict parallel in the known works of 
Leontius, are ascribed to him by the twelfth-century historian Nicetas Choniates 
in book 10 of his Thesaurus Orthodoxiae. This large Byzantine compendium— 
not yet completely published, let alone critically edited—is usually regarded as 
simply an expanded edition of Euthymius Zigabenus’s Panoplia Dogmatica, 
which had been written a century earlier.” Both of these works are essentially 
florilegia of patristic and Byzantine texts, arranged in handbook form to be 
used against various heresies. In the section dealing with “monophysitism” 
(book 10), Nicetas reproduces Euthymiuss selection from the Epaporémata of 
Leontius (adding chapter 13, which Euthymius—in the Migne text, at least— 
omits). Immediately afterwards, Nicetas adds, under the heading той aùroð, 
the three short texts I have included below as Fragmenta Incerta 3-5. The first 
two have some verbal similarities with two of the Epaporémata Nicetas has 
quoted before, but I have not been able to identify the third. The ascription of 
these texts to Leontius is anything but certain, especially since both Euthymius 
and Nicetas regard Leontius also as the author of the fragments of the De Sectis 
included in their handbooks. I have thought it best simply to give the text of 
these three passages as they appear in the thirteenth-century Oxford manuscript 
of the Thesaurus, Thomas Roe 22. 


B. The Florilegia 


Florilegia, or anthologies of brief, relevant passages from earlier, classic Christian 
writers, came into common use as a support for controversial writings and con- 
ciliar statements in the fifth century. Marcel Richard observed that the “second 
generation” of patristic Christological florilegia—those of the first half of the 
sixth century—seem not to be drawn from original texts, as their fifth-century 
predecessors probably were, but rather seem to depend on earlier florilegia, most 
now lost, but at that time apparently in common use. For diphysite writers, 
Richard suggested, the main source may have been one or several “underground” 
collections of proof-texts, drawn up in defense of the doctrine of Chalcedon 


351 р, 574,1. 12-p. 576,1. 6. 

32 СЕН. С. Beck, Kirche und theologische Literatur im byzantinischen Reich (Munich, 1959), 663-4. 

* "Notes sur les floriléges dogmatiques du V*et du VIF siècle? in Actes du VIF Congrès 
international d'Études byzantines (Paris, 1950), 312-13 (= Opera Minora 1, no. 2); "Les Floriléges 
diphysites du V° et du VI’ siècle,” in A. Grillmeier and H. Bacht, Das Konzil von Chalkedon, 729-33 
(= Opera Minora 1, no. 3). 
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during the period when the emperors were trying to impose acceptance of Zeno's 
Henótikon (482-518), a time when it might have been dangerous to possess a 
copy of Theodoret's Eranistés or Leo's two Tomes. 

My own study of the relationships between Leontius’s four florilegia and 
similar collections, both earlier and later, has, in general, shown Richard's thesis 
to be well founded. I have tried to collate each of Leontius’s extracts both against 
the original text of the author, where available, and against all other available 
instances of the same text, complete or partial, in patristic and Byzantine flori- 
legia up to the end of the twelfth century. Though such a comparative study 
must obviously remain very imperfect because so many of these florilegia are 
as yet incompletely published or imperfectly edited, still it does present striking 
evidence that Leontius, his contemporaries, and a number of later authors re- 
lied heavily on a few constantly evolving collections of testimonia to substanti- 
ate their theological positions. Despite his own claims to have selected these 
texts personally from the works of earlier authors, it seems clear that Leontiuss 
florilegia—at least those for Ше CNE and the DTN—are largely second-hand. 


1. The CNE 


The florilegium of the CNE falls into three sections, each of which is briefly 
introduced by Leontius. Testmonia 1-7, taken from Basil of Caesaraea and 
Gregory Nazianzen, are simply meant to provide authorities for Leontiuss 
definitions of púoıs and ovoía, дтботаоіѕ and zpóoco7rov. Test. 8 and 9 seem 
to be out of place, and would fit most appropriately between Test. 60 and 61.55 
In Test. 10—63, Leontius then presents a selection of texts meant to show more 
broadly the “mind of the divinely wise” on the subject of the two natures and 
one hypostasis in Christ. This series runs in chronological order from (Ps.-) 
Justin Martyr to Isidore of Pelusium, and includes translations from Hilary??? 
Ambrose,** and Augustine,*® as well as passages from many Greek Fathers. Test. 
64-88, finally, are all texts from Cyril of Alexandria? which support the diphysite 
position. 

A glance at the parallel uses of these texts by other authors, which I have cited 
in the apparatus (or at Appendix IV, Chart No. 1), shows a number of striking 


зи p. 178,11. 19-26; p. 186, Scholion Leontii, Il. 8-20. 

*5 This is suggested, too, by the sentence of Leontius which follows Test. 9 (p. 188, Il. 11-12), 
and which would come more appropriately at the end of his scholion after Test. 1—7 (p. 186). 

356 p.178,1.28 957 Test. 33-6. 358 Test. 37-42. 359 Test. 49-50. 

*9 The only exceptions are Test. 72-3, two excerpts from homilies preached in Alexandria in 
433 by the Antiochene emissary, Paul of Emesa, in Cyril’s presence. Both of these, however, along 
with Cyril’s approving response (cf. Test. 74), come from the collection of the Cyrilliana included 
in the Acta of Ephesus. 
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coincidences, both in the extent and even in the verbal form of the testimonia 
which are used. In the first section of this florilegium (Test. 1-6) Leontius seems 
to be using a source also used by Maximus Confessor in his Epistle 15, by the 
seventh-century collection known as the Doctrina Patrum (section 6), and by 
the twelfth-century controversialist Theorian. Test. 1-3 seem also to have been 
accessible, in the same or slightly longer form, to Severus, when writing the 
Contra Impium Grammaticum, and to the late-sixth-century writer Pamphilus. 
Test. 7, on the other hand, from Gregory Nazianzen’s first Epistle to Cledonius, 
is part of a very famous passage, which appears again, cited at greater length, as 
Test. 56 of the DTN; the lack of close parallels in textual extent to Test. 7 suggests 
that Leontius added the passage himself, from a work he probably knew well, 
to cap the ready-made series of testimonia he had used as Test. 1-6. 

The picture is a good deal more complicated for the remaining sections 
of the florilegium, which Leontius probably derived from a single diphysite 
collection. Although there are similarities between these two sections and the 
main diphysite florilegia in use at the time of Chalcedon (those in Theodoret's 
Eranistés and Leos two Tomes, as well as the florilegium of the Council's Allocutio 
ad Marcianum), these echoes are, as Richard observed,” mainly confined to the 
texts translated from the Latin (Test. 33-7, 41—2, and 49-50). Leontius’s Test. 24, 
43, and 53, which also have parallels in two or more of these florilegia, all differ 
textually to such a significant degree from their earlier Chalcedonian counter- 
parts that they cannot be derived from them. If Leontius does depend on mid- 
fifth-century florilegia for his texts from the Western Fathers, it is undoubtedly 
through some intermediate Greek source.?? The same thing seems to be true of 
his relationship to later fifth-century collections, assembled both to support and 
to oppose the Chalcedonian definition. Of the four exact textual coincidences 
between the CNE’ dossier and the two “monophysite” florilegia in cod. Vat. 
Gr. 1431,° three also coincide with parallels in Theodoret or the Council of 
Chalcedon; and three of the five Cyrillian texts which Leontius could be 
dependent on for these two florilegia appear also in the diphysite collection 
of excerpts from Cyril which Severus criticized in his Philaléthés.>* The same 


за СЕ Epap. 11-13: p. 318,11. 6-18. 

362 "Les Floriléges diphysites; 730. 

?9 Tt is interesting to note that when Leontiuss testimonia do correspond to texts in the 
Eranistés, the relationship is closest textually to manuscript J of Theodoret (cf. Test. 34, Il. 3-4, 8, 9: 
Test. 49, 1. 13 and Title; Test. 71, p. 248, 1. 1). Perhaps this indicates contamination with later 
florilegia, such as Leontiuss or his direct sources, in the tradition of that mansucript. 

* Nos. 65 and 66 in the collection edited by E. Schwartz, Codex Vaticanus gr. 1431: eine anti- 
chalkedonische Sammlung aus der Zeit Kaiser Zenos (= Abh. der bayer. Akad. der Wiss. XXXII, 6 
(Munich, 1927)), 28-49. 

25 R, Hespel, Le Florilège de Cyrille refuté par Sévère d'Antioche (Bibl. du Muséon, 37: Louvain, 
1955). 
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passages from classical authors could be used, it seems, in support of contrasting 
positions. 

When we turn to florilegia more or less contemporary with Leontius, how- 
ever, the number of parallels rises significantly. Among the texts of John of 
Caesarea pro-Chalcedonian florilegium, cited by Severus in his treatise Contra 
Impium Grammaticum, six, perhaps seven, correspond exactly with texts 
used by Leontius; three further. texts of John’s collection, only mentioned by 
Severus, may also be exact counterparts of texts in the CNE, and three others 
present slightly longer excerpts from which Leontiuss may be derived. In flori- 
legia of three of the works of Ephrem of Amida summarized by Photius; 
there are eight exact and two possible correspondences to texts in the CNE. 
In Justinians treatise Contra Monophysitas and his Confessio Rectae Fidae, we 
find five exact correspondences and thirteen longer versions of texts used 
by Leontius. Leontius of Jerusalem Contra Monophysitas, which shows, in its 
long florilegium, only four exact correspondences to that of the CNE, contains 
three longer and thirty-six shorter extracts from passages used by Leontius. 
In the case of John of Caesaraea, Justinian, and Leontius of Jerusalem, at 
least, the presence of both longer and shorter versions of texts used by Leontius 
of Byzantium—as well as occasional textual variation—rules out a direct 
dependence of these authors on each other; but it seems clear that all these 
contemporaries must have been using the same source-book. 

Of later florilegia, only those contained in Actio 9 of the De Sectis, in 
Antirrhetica II and IV of the ninth-century Patriarch Nicephorus, and in two 
anonymous collections now in Venice? and in Moscow; show signs of direct 
dependence on Leontius. Anastasius of Sinai's florilegium at the end of book 10 
of his Hodegos, which seems clearly to be related to Leontius’s source, presents 
many of the same texts in an altered and much abbreviated form; there is 
little evidence, however, that he derives them directly from the CNE. The great 
collection known as the Doctrina Patrum—on which John of Damascus's 


*5 СЕ John of Caesaraea, Apol. Conc. Chalc. (ed. M. Richard, CCG 1), Frag. 59, р. 25, and the 
note of Richard ad loc. 

27 These works are Ephrem's defense of Cyril's second letter to Succensus, his defense of 
Chalcedon addressed to the monks Domnus and John, and his treatise Ad Orientis Monachos: all 
summarized by Photius, Bibl., Cod. 229 (ed. R. Henry IV, 126-74; PG 103, 969-1024). 

“8 Cod. Marc. Gr. Z 573, ff. 30'-47", with nine exact correspondences to the florilegium of the 
CNE and five shorter versions of the same texts. 

°° Cod. Lenin Gr. 131 (Fund. 339), ff. 15-23", with thirty-four exact correspondences and ten 
shorter versions of the same texts. Of the two testimonia in this manuscript which show longer 
versions of passages quoted by Leontius, one at least (the parallel to CNE, Test. 55) may be derived 
from John of Caesaraea. Fully half of the 106 texts in this florilegium are apparently derived from 
Leontiuss CNE and CA. 
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florilegium in the Contra Jacobitas apparently depends*””—seems, again, to be 
drawing on Leontiuss source rather than оп Leontius himself.: The same can 
be said of the so-called Libellus Fidei attributed to John Maron, which seems to 
date from Ше mid-seventh century?" The correspondences between testimonia 
cited by Euthymius Zigabenus and those of the CNE are probably explained by 
Euthymiuss apparent dependence on the Doctrina Patrum;” the florilegium 
used by Theorian in composing his Orthodoxi Disputatio I cum Armeniorum 
Catholico? seems also to be most closely related to the Doctrina and to De Sectis 
9, although Diekamp has ruled out a direct dependence of this work on the 
Doctrina in its present form." 

Besides its importance as a witness to the list of authorities Chalcedonian 
writers relied on during the first half of the sixth century, the florilegium of the 
CNE is itself immensely precious as a source. Nineteen of its eighty-eight 
testimonia are not found in their full extent in any earlier Greek source known 
to us," and one fragment of Cyril of Alexandrias Commentary on Hebrews— 
Leontiuss Test. 78—has until now only been found here. 

The full contents of the florilegium of the CNE are as follows: 


1. Basil of Caesarea, Ep. 214, ad Terentium Comitem (ed. Y. Courtonne, II, 
205-6, ll. 6-22; PG 32, 789 А12-В14): ef dé 8et ... крроттуто. 

2. id., Ep. 236, ad Amphilochium Episcopum (ed. Y. Courtonne, III, 53, 
ll. 1-3; PG 32, 884, A8-10): одоѓо де каї... dvOpwrov. 

3. ibid. (ed. Y. Courtonne, III, 53, Il. 22-3; PG 32, 884, С2-4): of де... 
б.дфора. 

4. id., Ep. 125, Professio Fidei Eustathii (ed. Y. Courtonne, IL 31, 1. 16-25; 
PG 32,545 C5-D1): тросткєх... eiAnpévar. 

5. Gregory of Nazianzen, Orat. 42 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 384, 84,11. 10-11; PG 
36, 476 C11-13): тпотейоцет... бибдоёа.. 

6. ibid. (ed. J. Bernardi, 84, ll. 14-17; PG 36, 477 A3-6): то uév . 
асҳтроуєітосах. 


37° So Diekamp, Іхіх. Damascene is also dependent on the Doctrina for Ше extract from 
Leontiuss Epilyseis which he cites in the Пу?) Гофоесоз I, 65 (PG 94, 660 B4-C6; = Doctr. Patr. 
28, I [198,1. 24-199,1. 12]: Epil. 7 [288,1. 27-290,1. 10]). C£. Diekamps remarks, Ixvi-lxviii. 

%1 Fourteen testimonia in the CNE correspond exactly with texts in the Doctrina; another 
fourteen texts in the Doctrina are longer extracts from the same passages, and a further thirteen 
are shorter. 

372 Ed. M. Breydy, CSCO 497-8; tr. F. Nau, ROC 4 (1899), 188-219. On the date and the origin 
of this pseudepigraphic work, see Nau’s comments, ibid. 180-5. Six texts here correspond exactly 
in extent with texts in the CNE; four are shorter and two are longer. This work exists today only in 
Syriac, the complete text of which has not yet been published. 

?5 Diekamp, Ixxv-lxvi. 

?^ PG 133, 120-212. ?5 Diekamp, Ixxvi-Ixxviii. 

376 "These are Test. 8, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 45, 47, 48, 54, 57, 58, 59, 60, 70, and 78. 





10. 


11. 
12. 
13. 


14. 


15. 
16. 


17. 
. Athanasius, Contra Arianos III, 29 (PG 26, 385 A8-14): oxorrós ... 


19. 


20. 
21. 


22. 
23. 
24. 
25. 
26. 


27. 
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‚ id., Ep. 101, Ad Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 44, 1. 6-46, 1. 2; PG 37, 180 


A6-B3): фбавв...дебтути. 


. Proclus of Constantinople, Sermon on the Nativity (cf. C. Martin, Le 


Muséon 54 (1941), 46, Il. 7-13): ó adros ... €vwadons. 


. Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. I, 360 (PG 78, 388 A7-14): dpros ... 


ÚTÓOTAOLV. 

Ps.-Justin (Theodoret), Expositio Rectae Confessionis 10 (ed. J. C. T. 
Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 34, 381 B5-C7; PG 6, 1223 C4-15): тбтє .. 

ётћђрооєу. 

ibid. (ed. J. С. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 36, 382 А1-8; PG 6, 1225 A6-14): 
órav ... ÓLoAoy1jaeis. 

ibid. 11 (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 38-40, 382 C6-D3; PG 6, 1225 
B14-C6): oo mep ... паредехето. 

ibid. 12 (ed. J. C. T. Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 46-50, 385 A5-C6; PG 6 1229 
C8-1232 A13): orep ... yvwpicerer. 

Ps.-Irenaeus, Frag. 8 (Hippolytus, De Libro Primo Regum, Quae de 
Helcana et Samuele) (ed. W. Harvey, Adv. Haer. П, 479; PG 7, 1233 
A13-18): фопер... пде:хд. 

Hippolytus, De Benedictione Balaam, Frag. (GCS I, 2, 82): "Iva дє:удӯ 
... рєс(отт. 

Peter of Alexandria, De Adventu Salvatoris Nostri, Frag. (PG 18, 521 
C2-6): kai rw Tovda ... picet. 

Cyriacus (Cyril?) of Paphos, Frag.: ós êv морф]... иттров. 


yéyovev. . 

id. (2), Contra Apollinarem 1, 7 (PG 26, 1105 А14-В5): айтов де... 
те диетов. 

ibid. I, 16 (PG 26, 1121 C15-1124 A7): kai ойто... Ó adrés. 

Basil, Adv. Eunomium I, 18 (ed. B. Sesbotié and G. M. de Durand, SC 
299, 236.9-16; PG 29, 552 C7-553 A2): éyo уар... ідібттта. 
Ps.-Basil, Adv. Eunomium IV (? Didymus, De Dogmatibus et Contra 
Arianos Т) (PG 29, 704 C5-9): Аўттєоу... Лоу:Сбиєда. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 2, 23 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 247, 120. 1-5; PG 35, 
432 B15-C2): тодто ... duporepa. 

id., Orat. 38, 15 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 358, 138. 1-3; PG 36, 328 C11-14): 
бтєстала ... PÚTEWS. 

id., Orat. 30, 7-8 (ed. J. Bernardi, SC 250, 240.16-242.13; PG 36, 113 
A6-B10): raóra ... cuvddw. 

id., Ep. 101, ad Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 48, ll. 15-20; PG 37, 181 
C2-7): ds kai тб... cv. pvías. 

Gregory of Nyssa, Adv. Apollinarem 40 (ed. F. Moeller, GNO III/1, 195. 
27-196. 5; PG 45,1213 D5-1216 A9): eL оду фиоикду... etotv. 
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28. 


29. 


30. 


31. 


32. 


38: 


34. 


35. 


36. 


37. 


38. 


39. 


40. 


41. 


42. 
43. 


44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 


48. 
49. 


50. 
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id., Contra Eunomium II, 1,92 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 35,11. 12-19; PG 45,597 
В11-С5): rov yap рєсітту ... фбав:. 
ibid. III, 3, 66 (ed. W. Jaeger П, 131,11. 6-13; PG 45, 705 C10-D3): moía 


... TU. 

ibid. III, 4, 13 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 138, 11. 3-6; PG 45,716 A10-12): таутаҳод 
... кодорд. 

ibid. III, 4, 14 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 139,11. 3-6; PG 45,716 B9-13): iva é той 
... офкоуоша. 


Ps.-Julius of Rome (Apollinarius), De Unione 17 (ed. Н. Lietzmann 192, 
1. 14-193, 1. 2): 60ev ё дудукув... dyvonoes. 

Hilary of Poitiers, De Trinitate IX, 3 (ed. Р. Smulders, CCL 62A, 373. 6-7; 
PL 10, 282 В10-12): ойк ofdev ... ётістотои. 

ibid. (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62А, 374.12-19; PL 10, 283 А2-14): тадта 
1 OTU. 

ibid. 11 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 382.20; PL 10, 290 B11): брб<... 
биодоуесодац. 

ibid. 11 and 14 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62A, 383.26-8; 385.1-4; PL 10,290 
C2-291 A2; 292 B5-9): kai епебитер... цорфтр. 

Ambrose, De Fide ad Gratianum II, 9, 77 (CSEL 78, 84-5, ll. 32-8; PL 16, 
576 B13-C5): puddéwper ... epbéyyero. 

ibid. Ш, 4, 28 (CSEL 78, 118,11. 16-20; PL 16, 595 B14-C3): àAAa. пос 
... Üeórns. 

id., De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5, 35 (CSEL 79, 240, 
ll. 8-12; PL 16, 827 C3-7): пу... офиатов. 

ibid. 5, 35-6 (CSEL 79, 241, Il. 17-20; PL 16, 827 C14-D3): ват... 
дедтут. 

id., Ер. 39(46), ad Sabinum, 6 (ed. M. Zelzer, CSEL 82/10/2, 31.79-83; 
PL 16, 1147 B15-C4): ойкой»... rvyxávg. 

id. (?), Expositio Fidei, Frag.: rods де Aéyovras ... exxAnaia. 
Amphilochius of Iconium, Frag. 12 (PG 39, 109 A3-6): д:акріуоу ... 
деш. 

id., Ep. Ad Seleucum, Frag. II В1-5 (ed. Е Cavallera, RHE 8 (1907), 489: 
ÖS T€ тї... пергурофоцеттс. 

ibid., Frag. II D-E2 (ed. Cavallera, 489-90): ó Хрістос ... дебат. 

ibid., Frag. П E7-8 (ed. Cavallera, 490): oiketoórau ... goce. 
Gelasius of Caesarea, Frag. 4 (ed. E. Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 45, 1. 9-23): 
GAN oók toxvoev ... ñus. 

id., Frag. 6 (ed. Diekamp 46, Il. 8-12): pets ... двой. 

Augustine, Ep. 137, ad Volusianum, 9 (CSEL 44, 108, ll. 13-15; PL 33, 
519): viv дє ойто... púcuv. 

id., Tractatus in Joannem 78, 3 (CCL 36, 524, ll. 4-8; PL 35, 1836): 
êriyvwbi ... Oeós. 





51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
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John Chrysostom, In Phil. Hom. VI, 2 (PG 62, 219,1.60-220, 1.5): éreió» 
... деой. 

id., In I Tim. Hom VII (PG 62, 537,11. 2-7): veio) ... @eós Fr. 

id.,In Ascensionem D.N.].C.2 (PG 50,445,11.21—8): wovet... kar jAAa£ev. 
Ephrem Graecus, Sermo adv. Haereticos seu de Margarita (ed. J. 
Assemani II, 263 E6-F7): тфу дбо фісєоу ... Хротдв. 

Cyril of Jerusalem, Catechesis IV, 9 (ed. W.K. Reischl and J. Rupp I, 100, 
П. 5-6; PG 33, 468 А5-7): 8vrAo0s ... parvóuevov. 

Flavian of Antioch, Frag. 6 (ed. F. Cavallera, 107): ris ws ал005 ... 
фйоєсә$. 

id., Frag. 5 (ed. Е Cavallera, 107): &8ei£e ... дедтуто. 

Antiochus of Ptolemais, Frag. (C. Martin, Le Muséon 54 (1941), 56, 
1. 27-57, 1.2): un ouyxéns ... ёъВроптбтуті. 

Proclus of Constantinople, Frag.: ка! ras púceus ... деойбупоог. 

id., Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Constantinopli 3 (PG 65, 664 A 1-8): єї ил) 
пордетов... Beds prov. 

Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. I, 405, Theodosio Diacono (PG 78, 409 A3-7): 
ойк ат: фисікас ... Yids. 

id., Ep. I, 102, Timotheo Lectori (PG 78, 252 C12-D4): тасу фоћакӣ... 
éoroúðacev. 

id., Ep. I, 323, Cyrillo Archiepiscopo (PG 78, 369 B5-12): бт. de ... 
éuBarevoavros. 


63a (only in V). id., Ep. 1, 303, ad Leandrum (PG 78, 357 C6-360 A2): 7 


64. 


65. 
66. 


67. 


68. 


69. 


70. 
71. 


22; 


13. 


qois ... €opev. 

Cyril of Alexandria, De Trinitate I (PG 75, 680 B5-11): ó uev yap tepós 
... диарт(аз. 

ibid. (PG 75,681 C13-D1): дъттдв... dvOpaiva. 

id., Ep. 40, ad Acacium, 15 (ACO I, 1, 4, 27, ll. 12-15; PG 77, 193 D6-196 
АЗ): of де ката... pa ctv. 

id., Contra Nestorium II, 14,2 (АСОТ, 1, 6, 52,11. 30-4; PG 76, 109 C10- 
D1): ei реу оду дудротоу ... фйуєсол. 

id., Ep. 45, ad Succensum 1,7 (ACO I, 1,6,153,1.23-154,1. 11; PG 77, 232 
D10-233 B1): ойкоби... сарка. 

id., Quod Unus Sit Christus (ed. G. M. de Durand, 372, ll. 36-42; PG 75, 
1289 C14-D5): др обу... дитхотог yap. 

id., In Hebr. П: Frag.: ка! 0097... ITapÜévov vad. 

id., Scholia 13 (ACO І, 5, 22, 1l. 31-3; PG 75, 1385 C1-5): o? Otopía eov 
... айтас. 

Paul of Emesa, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae I (ACO L 1, 4, 11, 
Il. 7-10; PG 77, 1437 A9-14): 00а ... rpóocomov. 

id., Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae П (ACO I, 1, 4, 13, ll. 17-21; 
PG 77, 1441 B3-13): Hoatas ... атас. 
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74. Cyril of Alexandria, Responsio ad Sermonem II Pauli Emeseni (ACO I, 
1,4, 15, ll. 1-3; PG 77, 989 C2-6): 1800... voi piov. 

75. id., Contra Nestorium III, 2 (ACO I, 1, 6, 60, 1. 39-61, 1.2; PG 76, 129 
D7-132 A2): où yap бт. yéyove ... Eppavouna. 

76. id., Glaphyra in Leviticum 4 (РС 69, 576 B1-12): оАо» де тал»... 
кабара. 

77. id., De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate II (PG 68,213 В14-С2): Хротдв 
де ws vóuov ... Хратдв. 

78. id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: дра roivuv ... дек в. 

79. id., Thesaurus 24 (PG 75, 393 C1-3): поте êv yàp ... сууашфбтєроу». 

80. id., De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate IX (PG 68, 637 A7-B2): хрос? 
... Báow. 

81. id., Sermo de Fide, Frag.: ei yàp kékpavra ... 7фол(одусог. 

82. ibid., Frag.: ка! AéAvrau ... дібттта. 

83. id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: drrod.io Távres ... 7 Шоул) pia. 

84. id., In Joannem 1,9 (ed. P. Pusey 3, 140.19-141. 4; PG 73, 161 A15- C1): 
ére€epyalerat ... рой. 

85. id., Scholia 33, Frag.: дедс yàp Фу... Aóyos. 

86. id., Ep. 50, ad Valerianum, 2 (ACO I, 1, 3, 91,1. 31-92,1. 1; PG 77, 257 
B11-15): ойкой» duodoyoupévws ... oa pkós. 

87. id., Ep. 39, ad Joannem Antiochenum, 5 (ACO I, 1,4, 17,11. 17-20; PG 77, 
177 A13-B3): тас бе edayyeAuKas ... д:дбитас. 

88. id., Scholia 11 (ACO I, 5, 227, Il. 11-14; PG 75, 1381 A15-B4): dru де 
Qoúyxurou ... £ÜAov. 


2. The CA 


The florilegium attached to the CA presents a somewhat simpler picture. Five of 
its twenty-seven extracts do not appear in other florilegia,*” and one of these 
—Test. 26—is again a fragment of Cyril’s Commentary оп Hebrews, which is 
found only here. Test. 2,21, and 24 also make their earliest appearances in Greek 
in the CA. The collection of texts which offers the most parallels to Leontiuss 
anthology is that assembled by Severus in his various writings against Julian of 
Halicarnassus, the first known "aphthartist" —a dossier prepared, one imagines, 
by the learned ex-Patriarch himself. All but two of the parallel texts in Severuss 
anti-Julianist corpus"? are either of the same extent as their counterparts in 
Leontius or longer; this suggests, prima facie, that Leontius did depend in some 
way on Severuss works for much of his documentation. John of Caesaraeas 
treatise against "Aphthartodocetists also contains in its florilegium nine 


377 Test. 1, 8, 12, 22, and 26. 
378 The parallels to CA, Test. 5, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 17, 18, 19, 20, and 23. 3 Cf. n.265. 
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parallels to testimonia in the CA, several of them in the same sequence as those 
in Leontius; only one of these?? is longer than the corresponding text in Leontius, 
and it appears in its longer form in Severus also. Since the date of John's work is 
uncertain, we cannot rule out the possibility that his dossier is partly derived 
from that of the CA; but textual variation and the longer form of Test.17 suggest 
rather thatboth heand Leontius used an anti-Julianist anthology partly prepared 
from Severuss works and partly incorporating new material: perhaps an 
anthology specially made for the Chalcedonians opposed to the doctrine of 
Christs human incorruptibility. The hypothesis of such an intermediate 
collection—which seems all the more likely, in that Leontius does not noticeably 
depend on Severus for his arguments— provides the simplest explanation for 
the presence of several texts in Leontius florilegium which are not in Severuss 
works: Test. 15 and 16, both translations from Ambrose (the latter of which also 
appears in John of Caesaraea's work); Test. 21, from a treatise on charity ascribed 
to St Ephrem (also in Johns florilegium); and Test. 24, from Cyrils lost 
commentary on Matthew (in Johns collection in a slightly shorter form). Of the 
five testimonia in the CA without parallel, Test. 2 and 12 (from Ps.-Dionysius 
and Gregory Nazianzen) could well have been added by Leontius from his own 
reading. The same is true of Test. 14, from Gregory of Nyssas Catechetical 
Oration—a passage only quoted, at much greater length, by Euthymius and 
Theorian—and of Test. 27, again from Gregory Nazianzen, which is out of 
chronological sequence here, and which appears only in a shorter form in other 
patristic florilegia. Test. 11 is a popular passage, which Leontius could have taken 
from many sources. Test. 25 is found in the fifth-century diphysite Florilegium 
Cyrillianum; and Test. 22 and 26, Cyrillian fragments not used elsewhere, may 
come (like Test. 78 of the CNE) from some less widely known selection of 
passages from the Patriarch of Alexandrias works. 

Of the other extant florilegia which show significant parallels to that of the 
CA, the anti-Julianist collection falsely ascribed to Leontius himself in the 
twelfth-century cod. Vatopedi 236381 seems to depend directly on Severus, 
rather than on Leontius or his intermediate source. The florilegium in cod. 
Moscow Lenin 131, again shows signs of direct dependence on Leontius. 
Otherwise, correspondence between the florilegium of the CA and the other 
ancient florilegia is probably coincidental. 

The contents of the florilegium of the CA are as follows: 


1. Ps.-Dionysius the Areopagite, De Divinis Nominibus IV, 25 (ed. B.R. 
Suchla PTS 33, 173. 6-7; PG 3, 728 B8-10): фдорд.... Óvvápecv. 

2. Justin (?), Frag. 5 (ed. J. C. Т. Otto, Corp. Apol. III, 256; PG 6, 1596 
C1-1597 A9: тАйсаѕ ... перирероттев. 


20 "The parallel to Leontius, Test. 17. 381 See p. 16and n. 94. 








64 


10. 


М» 


12. 
13. 


14. 


15. 


16. 


17. 


18. 
19. 
20. 
21. 
22. 
23. 
24. 
25, 


26. 
27. 


Introduction 


. Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem II, 17 (PG 26,1161 B8-C1): év Əé +$ 


... 0дду. 


. Athanasius, De Incarnatione 24, short recension (ед. C. Kannengiesser, 


353, apparatus): тасҳоу... д:афдорар. 


. ibid. 26 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 360,11. 19-27; PG 25, 141 A13-B8): 60ev 


... треахето. 


‚ id., Ep. ad Epictetum 10 (PG 26, 1068 A5-9): айто... афдортог. 
. id., De Incarnatione 4 (ed. С. Kannengiesser, 278, ll. 30-4; PG 25, 104 


C3-8): ёст: uev yàp ... афдартов. 


. ibid. 3 (ed. С. Kannengiesser, 274, ll. 35-8; PG 25, 103 C7-10): ei де 


пораВа сол... Cais. 


. Basil, Homilia de Gratiarum Actione 5 (PG 31, 228 C14-229 А1): œs 


оду катєдёёато ... ovyxcpáv. 

id., Ер. 261, ad Sozpolitanos, 3 (ed. Y. Courtonne Ш, 117-18; PG 32,972 
А8-В11): саркдв... подови. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Ога!. 38.15 (ed. С. Moreschini, SC 358, 138.1-3; 
PG 36,328 C11-14): атєотал... vom. 

id., Orat. 44.4 (PG 36, 612 A14-B3): ef uev обу... rÀqgotácavres. 
Gregory of Nyssa, Contra Eunomium III, 3, 67 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 132, 
ll. 3-7; PG 45,708 А7-11): ойто ... дфдартог. 

id., Oratio Catechetica 37, 9 (ed. E. Mühlenberg, GNO III/4, 96.18-22; 
PG 45,96 D4-8): тд yàp тбутоу... шетепостби. 

Ambrose, De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5,44 (CSEL 79, 246, 
ll. 104-6; PL 16, 864 D9-865 A1): ei undapds ... тууєїсӨои. 

id., De Fide ad Gratianum IIL, 3, 21 (CSEL 78, 116,11. 53-7; PL 16, 594 
410-15): 4ААл]... ўдууато. 

John Chrysostom, In Joannem Hom. 80 (PG 59, 435, ll. 52-5): ті обу 
Футайдо.... Вас:Мкой. 

ibid., Hom. 87 (PG 59, 474, 1l. 27-32): фапер... педейкгито. 

ibid., Hom. 67 (PG 59, 371,11. 56-60): фапер... сбиа Hv. 

ibid., Hom. 87 (PG 59, 475,11. 5-10): épavy ... дктратог. 

Ephrem Graecus, Frag.: dpOapoia ... epuyddevcev. 

Cyril of Alexandria, In Isaiam V, 1 (PG 70, 1188 B5-12): ézreiór) ... тброу. 
id., Thesaurus 24 (PG 75, 396 C11-15): mei) ... Аёуєтал. 

id., In Matthaeum 1, Frag.: môs обу... стр. 

id., Ep. I ad Succensum, 10 (ACO L 1, 6, 155,1. 27-156, l. 4; PG 77, 236 
B7-13): uera де тї... wovoyevods. 

id., In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag.: еф ке... eboeBjowper. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Orat. 39.13 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 176.17- 
178.27; PG 36, 349 А7-В5): педу...датотодентов. 
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3. The DTN 


The florilegium of sixty-two texts appended to the DTN falls into four clearly 
discernible sections, the first three of which are briefly introduced by Leontius. 
Testimonia 1-36 are all extracts from the dogmatic works of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia—our earliest, and in most cases our only, source for the Greek text 
of these passages. This is followed by five short extracts from works of Diodore 
of Tarsus (Test. 37-41), none of which is preserved in Greek elsewhere. The third 
section (Test. 42-55) begins with the Contestatio, or public complaint, against 
Nestorius issued by the lawyer Eusebius in 429; this document, familiar from the 
Acta of the Council Ephesus held under Cyrils chairmanship, arranges phrases 
taken from Nestoriuss sermons alongside similar phrases attributed to the 
third-century Christological heretic Paul of Samosata, designed to show that 
Nestorius was preaching the very doctrines for which Paul had been condemned. 
After a further comment by Leontius, the rest of this section (Test. 43-55) 
consists of short extracts from Paul and Nestorius (some of them corresponding 
to phrasesalready quoted in the Contestatio),and from theacts and proclamations 
of the Synod held at Antioch which condemned Paul in 268. The florilegium of 
the DTN closes with seven excerpts from other major Fathers, presented without 
introduction, which emphasize the unity of hypostasis in Christ (Test. 56-62). 
‘The first three of these sections are clearly conceived as a continuous exposition 
of the prehistory of “Nestorian” doctrines, corresponding roughly to the order of 
Leontiuss accusations in the body of the DTN: first, generous excerpts from 
Theodore, against whom Leontius has unleashed most of his fury; then a few 
passages from Diodore, Nestorius, and Paul of Samosata in the hope of proving a 
direct continuity in teaching through all four. Leontiuss introduction to the first 
section gives the impression that he has made the extracts himself, from a 
complete text of Theodores De Incarnatione; so he apologizes for presenting 
passages from this work alone; but says that the "Nestorians" are careful not to 
show their documents to outsiders,*® so that it was only “with difficulty and after 
much work and countless stratagems” that he was able to get his hands on even 
this treatise.** Whether one interprets this passage, with Richard, as an instance 
of deliberate "mauvaise foi”** or simply as excusable editorial window-dressing, 
Leontiuss words here are surely misleading. The first section contains, in fact, six 
extracts from Theodores Contra Apollinarem (Test. 30-5) and one from his 


9? p, 448,11.24-5. 


38 ibid., Il. 23-4. зм ibid., I. 21-2. 


385 "La Tradition des fragments du traité mepi тв évavOpcrmjoecs de Théodore de Mopsueste;" 
Le Muséon 56 (1943),57 (= Opera Minora II, no. 41). For a modern collection of the extant fragments 
of Diodore and Theodore, along with an English translation and substantial commentary, see John 
Behr, The Case against Diodore and Theodore: Texts and their Contexts (Oxford, 2011). 
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commentary on the eighth Psalm (Test. 36), as well as the twenty-nine from De 
Incarnatione; more important, a comparison of the florilegium of the DTN with 
others containing the same texts shows that the first two and probably the first 
three sections of it are not excerpted directly from the original works at all, but are 
taken, like Leontiuss other florilegia, from an earlier collection. 

Eight of Leontiuss extracts from Theodore and Diodore*6 correspond 
exactly with testimonia found in the Latin Acta of the fourth and sixth sessions 
of the Council of 553, and in the Constitutum which Pope Vigilius published 
the day after the Council's fifth session (14 May, 553). Five more of Leontius's 
extracts?” appear in a longer form in these documents, and two further texts 
(three in the acts of the Council)** in shorter form. Eight of Leontius extracts 
from Тћеодоге?® are to be found, in Greek, in Justinian's partially lost Letter 
against the Three Chapters, published in 549 or early in 550; all but two of 
these also appear in the two Latin collections just mentioned. Two other of 
Leontiuss extracts—one from Diodorej?' one from Paul of Samosata**?— 
appear in the same form in the Latin anthology known as the Collectio Palatina, 
which seems to have been assembled by а “neo-Chalcedonian,” some time 
during Ше 530s ог 5405. Nine texts from the first three sections of Leontius's 
florilegium™ also appear, in the same or shorter form, in Severuss Philaléthés 
or his Contra Impium Grammaticum. 'Three extracts, in the same or longer 
form, from Leontiuss sections two and three,” are used by Timothy Aelurus in 
the florilegium of his Refutation of the Council of Chalcedon; and eight?" — 
some in longer form, some shorter—from sections one and two appear in a 
Syriac anti-Chalcedonian collection, which may also be by Timothy and 
includes large extracts from his work. Seven of Leontiuss texts, finally, from 


36 Test. 16, 18, 27, 28, 31, 36, 38, and 39. J. Straub (ACO IV, |. xxxiii-xxxiv), assumes—probably 
rightly—that Justinian himself had these extracts translated into Latin for the benefit of Vigilius 
and the other Westerners at the council. 

387 "Test. 21, 29, 32, 33, and 34. 

288 "Test. 6 and 14 appear both in the Acta and in the Constitutum, Test. 1 in the Acta alone. 

389 Test. 6, 30, 31, 32, 33, 34, 35, 36. 

з0 Ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians, 47-69 (= PG 86, 1041 07-1095 B5). 
For the date, cf. Schwartz, ibid., 115-16. 

?9! "Test. 37. 292 "Test. 43. 

23 ACOLS, 1; for the origin of this collection, cf. Schwartz's remarks, ibid. vii-viii. 

24 Test. 2, 4, 28, 38 and 40 in the Philalëthës; Test. 4, 28, 41, 51, 52, and 53 in the Contra Impium 
Grammaticum. 

395 "Test. 38, 44, and 45. 

296 Extant only in an Armenian translation, ей. К. Ter-Mekerttschian and E. Ter-Minassiantz, 
Timotheus Ailurus, Widerlegung der auf der Synode zu Chalkedon festgesetzten Lehre (Leipzig, 1908). 

37 "Test. 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, 38, 39, and 40. 

2 This is the florilegium of cod. B. M. Syr. Add. 12156, ff. 1-63", partially published by P. de 
Lagarde, Analecta Syriaca (Leipzig, 1858). On the possibility of its attribution to Timothy, cf. J. Lebon, 
"La Christologie de Timothé Élure; RHE 9 (1908), 680-4; "Version arménienne et version syriaque 
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arts one and two??— five longer in extent, one the same, one shorter—appear 
in the fragments of Cyril of Alexandrias lost work, Contra Diodorum et 
Theodorum, as cited at the Fifth Council. From these parallels, and from a 
comparison of the texts, Richard has argued convincingly that the florilegium of 
Theodore and Diodore used by Leontius and his contemporaries is essentially 
the same as that used by Cyril in the late 430s, when composing his treatise 
against those writers.'? Less certain, but also probable, is Richards suggestion 
that it contained, at least by the time of Timothy Aelurus (i.e. the 460s), a 
selection of parallel texts from Paul of Samosata and Nestorius, upon which 
Leontius based the third section of his florilegium. Richard also attempted to 
prove that this collection was, from the beginning, an unfair presentation of 
Antiochene doctrine, containing passages deliberately altered by hostile— 
perhaps Apollinarian—circles, with whom Cyril was in contact.'?! His arguments 
here, however, are less convincing; in a painstaking textual analysis of all the 
fragments in question, Francis A. Sullivan*? has shown that the more "friendly" 
Syriac translation of Theodore contained in cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, on which 
Richard rested his case, seems likelier to have been tendentiously altered. 

The short fourth section (Test. 56-62) of the florilegium of the DTN is 
unusual, in that it is neither introducted with a "bridge" passage by Leontius nor 
referred to in his introduction to the earlier sections. Leontius closing remarks, 
after Test. 62, suggest, but do not necessarily prove, that passages from other 
Fathers were also included in his florilegium: “I believe that the similarity of 
thought between Theodore and his party and the Samosatene, and the 
opposition and difference of their opinions from those of the holy Fathers, has 
been proven by all these texts.” Striking, too, is the fact that five of the seven 
extracts in section four are exact parallels, in extent, text, and sequence, of 


de Timothée Aelure;' Handes Amsorya 41 (1927),713-22; E. Schwartz, Vaticanus gr. 1431, 126-7 and 
130-1. For an exact description of the contents of this florilegium, see R. Y. Ebied and L. R. Wickham, 
“A Collection of Unpublished Syriac Letters of Timothy Аешгиз, JTS Ns21 (1970), 322-3. 


9» Test. 12, 14, 17, 28, 38, 39, and 40. 

*9 M. Richard, "La Tradition des fragments,’ esp. 58-62; see also Richards article, “Les Traités de 
Cyrille Ф Alexandrie contre Diodore et Théodore et les fragments dogmatiques de Diodore de Tarse; 
Mélanges F. Grat I (Paris, 1946), 99-116 (= Opera Minora II, no. 51). The fact that Leontius’s Test. 28 
and 39 correspond exactly with extracts used by the Council of 553, Vigilius and—in the case of Test. 
28—Severus, but are both shorter than the versions of the same extracts given by Cyril, suggests that 
the sixth-century authors may all have been using a somewhat abbreviated version of Cyril's dossier. 

%1 Cf.“La Tradition des fragments; 63-75; “Les Traités; 113; "Origéniste?;" 43. 

42 The Christology of Theodore of Mopsuestia (= Analecta Gregoriana 82: Rome, 1956). Sullivan 
summarizes his findings thus: “In not a single case where the text of an extract (as it appears in 
Leontius) differs from the correct parallel in a friendly Syriac or Latin version, have we found the 
hypothesis of deliberate and malicious alteration on the part of the compiler to the be the more 
probable explanation of the discrepancy" (p. v). 

#3 p.522, Scholion Leontii ll. 10-12. 
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testimonia in chapter 7 of the Doctrina Patrum,™ even though there аге 
practically no close parallels for these testimonia elsewhere. We must either 
conclude that Leontius here is only using a small part of still another source— 
one later employed by the Doctrina but untapped by other patristic compilers— 
or else, as seems more likely, we must see the fourth section of the DTN's 
florilegium as an addition of the eighth or ninth century,‘ based directly on 
the Doctrina and intended perhaps as an antidote to the “Nestorian” texts of 
sections one to three.*6 
The full list of the contents of this florilegium is as follows: 


. Theodore of Mopuestia, De Incarnatione 7: €i yàp ... voovpevns. 
. ibid.: Фапер... дуйротгоив. 

. ibid.: Tyoods ... ёктАђросіх. 

ibid.: ўуото ... 9iáqopos. 

ibid.: 8: «&yo ... Yids. 

ibid.: ravraxóÜev ... paper. 

ibid.: ту aùròr ... déovra. 

‚ ibid. 9: ёутадда ... Sdvapur. 

. ibid.: ӧтєр yàp ... rvyxávovros. 

. ibid. 10: o0» ... avÜávopev. 

. ibid.: oíav ... a pov. 

. ibid.: скотдуџєу ... €xdeEdpeBa. 

. ibid. 12: ĝia тобто... évoóoeu. 

. ibid.: dpa rrajcovraa ... катастфута. 
. ibid.: zrat ... Ma pías. 

. ibid.: алла прдв тобто... oņnpavrikóv. 
. ibid.: пойицерфв ... дєкуотои. 

. ibid.: ore où uóvov ... uerovoíav. 

. ibid.: kai kaAéoeis ... uerovoía. 

. ibid.: д7 ог... evvágeiav. 


9 уа бул з tM 


N Lm = ке — — ка ыз — ыа ыш 
о NO бо м1 ON Ud о Юю Фо 


^* "Test. 56, 58, 59, 61, and cp. Doctr. Patr.7, IX, XI, XII, XIII, and XIV. Leontius’s Test 57—which 
only appears in manuscript P—is incorrectly attributed to the same author (тод отой) as Test. 
56, Gregory of Nazianzus, even though it is actually by Gregory of Nyssa. As Diekamp observes in 
his introduction (lvii), this may be a sign that the extract from Gregory Nazianzen contained in 
the Doctrina as 7, X was originally in Leontius’s florilegium, too; perhaps the discrepancy between 
title and text is the reason why this text disappeared from the text of V and O. 

“ ie, after the composition of the Doctrina (around 700: cf. Diekamp, Ixxix-lxxx), but early 
enough to be in a common ancestor of all our extant manuscripts of Leontius. V and O, as we shall 
see, were copied in the second quarter of the tenth century. 

“ A third possibility, suggested by Diekamp (lvii), is that the Doctrina here is drawing directly 
from Leontius; Diekamp himself, however, has shown that the Doctrina cannot have depended on 
Leontius for any of the other parallels between them, so it is unlikely that this is the correct 
explanation here. 





37. 
38. 
39. 
40. 
41. 
42. 


43. 
44. 
45. 
46. 
47. 


48. 
49. 
50. 
51. 
52. 
53. 
54. 
55. 


56. 
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. ibid. 13: 05 épavepco0 ... uc pi Be (as. 

. ibid.: ойде yap... éyvwpilero. 

. ibid.: ддпер... дєод. 

‚ ibid.: тобто... éA0etv. 

. ibid.: ддпер...7ттфиетог. 

. ibid. 14: évreüev ... kríoecs. 

. ibid.: raùrò дт} robo ... аудротф. 

. ibid. 15: órav roívvv ... угфилв. 

. ibid.: wA€ov ... катбрӣдосих. 

. id., Contra Apollinarem 4: 6e8cokévaa ... dvacxoipeba. 
. ibid. 3: eye» реу... kowcvíav. 

. ibid. 4: 6 трд aiwvwv ... yeyevqobat. 

33. ibid.: одкобу rots Цивтеров... дтотаутр. 

34. 
35. 
36. 


ibid. 3: GAN’ ó ye дедв... ITapÜévov. 

ibid. 4: тду де аудротоу ... ovvageías. 

id., In Psalmum 8 (cf. Latin version: ed. R. Devreesse, Studi e Testi 93 
(1939), 46,1. 1-47, 1.24): ĉia тобто... €€ovatav. 

Diodore of Tarsus, Conta Synousiastas 1: dopadileo@ar ... AaBisd. 
ibid.: ya pute ... порауеуоует. 

ibid.: kai пер! тфу... дотеровс. 

ibid.: е: тис ВобЛосто ... ста. 

ibid.: ó Yids той девой... сарка. 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum, Contestatio (ACO I, 1, 101, 1. 5-102, 1. 3): 
бркібо ... duapaprupia. 

Paul of Samosata, Frag.: dvOpw7ros ... Фу(от. 

id., Dialogue with Malchion, Frag.: iva wre ... ок. 

id., Frag.: 6 parvopeos ... €oriv. 

Nestorius, Sermon 8 (ed. Е Loofs, 247, ll. 5-8): uéya ... Q£ (a. 

Synod of Antioch (268), Encyclical Letter against Paul of Samosata, 
Frag.: усі... copias. 

ibid.: e¿ дє... суџВоіуєиу. 

ibid.: où yap... подтута. 

ibid.: rí де ВойЛетол... дудрсуттов. 

ibid.: 7 rò évoucijoa ... cp at. 

ibid.: каітог... vioi. 

ibid.: ттуу де ovváperar ... c@pari. 

ibid.: ойтє де... аудротіуо. 

Acta of the Synod against Paul of Samosata (268), Frag.: où талах... 
bmápxovra.. 

Gregory Nazianzen, Ep. 101, ad. Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, 42, I. 10—46, 
1.12; PG 37, 177 C6-181 АЗ): et rts où дєотбкоу... ойто) Àéyn ra. 
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57. Gregory of Nyssa (listed as Gregory Nazianzen), In Canticum 
Canticorum 13 (ed. H. Langerbeck, 390, 1. 22-391, 1. 11; PG 44, 1056 
А13-В10): Xpiordv ... duaprias. 

58. Athansius (?), Contra Apollinarem 1,7 (PG 26, 1105 В2-5): АА ó Фу... 
пе диетов. 

59. Gregory of Nyssa, Oratio Catechetica 10 (ed. E. Mühlenberg, GNO Ш/А, 
38.5-23; PG 45, 41 B10-D1): аААа& u.ucpóv ... Хадес. 

60. Ephrem Graecus, Sermo adversus Haereses seu de Margarita (ed. J. S. 
Assemani П, 268 B8-C4): а BAémews ... pioews. 

61. Cyril of Alexandria, Ep. 2 ad Nestorium, 6 (ACO I, 1, 1,28,11. 7-8; PG 77, 
48 B12-14): ёду де... viods. 

62. Isidore of Pelusium, Ep. 4.166, Archibio Presbytero (PG 78, 1256 A14— 
B8): rò êv олт... évqvÜpcmrqoev. 


4. The AFA 


The only other florilegium found among the works of Leontius stands by itself, 
unattached to any polemical treatises: the Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum. 
The purpose of this collection, as I mentioned above,” is to offer a selection of 
well-attested extracts from the writings of Apollinarius as evidence that similar 
texts, circulating under the names of Athanasius, Gregory Thaumaturgus, and 
Pope Julius, are actually themselves Apollinarian forgeries. As in the three 
florilegia I have discussed, Leontius himself simply contributes a few opening 
and closing observations, as well as a connecting passage between items 2 and 
3. The work is made somewhat more complicated, however, by the fact that 
its first two numbers are not single testimonia, but are themselves smaller 
Apollinarian florilegia: (a) Valentinuss Capita Apologiae, consisting of twelve 
testimonia (including two passages from Athanasius’s Letter to Epictetus (Test. 
1 and 2) and a passage by Valentinus himself (Test. 12) as well as nine extracts 
from Apollinarius); and (b) Timothy of Berytuss Ad Homonium, containing 
twenty-four extracts from Apollinarius. Timothy, who seems to have taught 
that the human flesh of Christ, when assumed by the Word, actually became 
consubstantial with the Father, and Valentinus, who strongly opposed this 
view"? apparently each put together a florilegium to prove the “orthodoxy” 
of his own position by showing that it was also the position of Apollinarius. 
After presenting these two small Apollinarian florilegia—presumably in their 
entirety—Leontius says that he is going to produce “complete and entire 


47 pp.50-3. 
^* Cf Valentinuss protests (р. 534, 1. 26-р. 536, |. 14; p. 540, Il. 14-19) and the remarks of 
Leontius (p. 568, ll. 10-13, I. 29-31). 
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works" ^? of Apollinarius, to make his case all the stronger. Of the four texts that 
follow (Test. 3-6), however, only one— Apollinariuss brief letter to the bishops 
of Diocaesaraea (Test. 3)—seems to be a complete work; the other three are 
again extracts, two (Test. 4-5) from Ше Ката uépos rioris and one (Test. 6) 
from a work which Leontius entitles “On the Handing-on of the Renunciation 
and the Faith"—presumably some kind of baptismal instruction. At least the 
first of these four texts is taken, according to its title in the AFA, “from an ancient 
copy found in the library of the most holy bishop Sidon, Andrew”:*” apparently 
an older Apollinarian florilegium which Leontius used as his source. Although 
there are parallels to eight of the forty testimonia of the AFA in other ancient 
collections, there is no evidence that any patristic writer made direct use of the 
same sources from which Leontius produced his dossier; the correspondences, 
in fact, only indicate that Valentinus (in the case of Test. 1, nos. 6 and 7) and 
Timothy (in the case of Test. 2, nos. 3, 21, and 22) included a few rather popular 
passages of their master in their own collections. 

A full list of the contents of the AFA is as follows: 


1. Valentinus Apollinaristés, Capita Apologiae. This includes the following 
texts: 
1. Athanasius, Ep. ad Epictetum 2 (PG 26, 1052 C9-11): тадта дє 
пбдеу...дедтут. 
2. ibid. 4 (PG 26, 1056 C8-14): ei duodatos ... ктісцаси. 
3. Apollinarius of Laodicea, Ep. ad Sarapionem, Frag.: éóeédumv ... 
каотеууоиет. 
4. ibid., Frag: тў yàp évaoer ... Àéyoucuv. 
5. id. (Ps.-Julius), Ep. П ad Dionysium, Frag.: ёро! ко! фас... 
дедтут:. 
6. id. (Ps.-Julius), Ep. Гай Dionysium, 1 (ед. H. Lietzmann, 256, 
Il. 19-21): дооид оо... є«ісахдєіст. 
7. ibid. 10 (ed.H. Lietzmann, 260, ll. 14-21): aoddynrar...duéprora. 
8. id., Epist. ad Terentium, Frag.: ка! аётїётал... epnAdpyoay. 
9. ibid., Frag.: е: де ris ... дуадецот!беодосо. 
10. id., Syllogisms, Frag.: €i óuoúouos ... aT. 
11. id., Professio Fidei cum Jovio Episcopo: ArroMvápos ... eipjvg. 
12. Valentinus, Conclusion: ётє:д1) Tu4ó8eos ... пепо:дбтев. 
2. Timothy of Berytus, Ad Homonium. This includes the following texts: 
1. Apollinarius of Laodicaea, Epist ad Sarapionem, Frag.: caddis ... 
діафороу. 


49 óÀoreÀets kai бАокАт]роу< Adyous: p. 558,1. 25. 
#0 p. 560, ll. 2-3; see above, р. 52, п. 344. 
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2. id. (Ps.-Julius), De Unione 1-2 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 185,11. 9-10; 186 
1l. 2-6): дуго ёё дру? ... оууўтттол. 

3. ibid.,8 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 188,11. 9-18): ойто ... саркбѕ. 

4. id., Sermon (?) Frag.: ауашартттоѕ ... сарі. 

5. id., Laudatio Mariae et de Incarnatione, Frag.: peilov ... éavrQ. 

6. ibid., Frag.: kai êv éavrQ ... пе тфа. 

7 

8 


> 


. id., Sermon (?): od илуу бт... Suvdapet. 
. id., Ep. ad Dionysium, Frag.: бт. де ш>... Өєбтуті. 
9. id., Sermon (?), Frag.: Cav де Xpioros ... rap. 
10. id., Opus Syllogisticum in Joannem, Frag.: тв où Oeds ... сдиати. 
11. ibid., Frag.: ойте оду... део?. 
12. id., Opus Syllogisticum (2), Frag.: “worore? ... Üetov. 
13. id., Ad Flavianum, Frag.: roAAQ ... cvvapepore pov. 
14. ibid., Frag.: «oU» 791 ёфототал... брус. 
15. id., Contra Diodorum I, 14, Frag.: тд eEaiperov ... Aaf(ó. 
16. ibid. 27, Frag.: ауауактєї$ ... évooow. 
17. ibid. 6, Frag: коі ойк aloxóvera ... йратрётоусал. 
18. ibid. П, 22, Frag.: kai éreiór) ... ИВради. 
19. ibid. 36, Frag.: dAAd raóra ... ўрштал. 
20. ibid., Summary, Frag.: ei ó Adyos ... àmeqáv0n. 
21. ibid., Frag.: s дудротог... дедв. 
22. id., Opus Syllogisticum contra Diodorum ad Heracleum, Frag.: 
ÓpYyavov ... Ópyávov. 
23. id., Dialogue (?), Frag.: Өєод сдџа... деди. 
24. id., Sermon (?), Frag.: Boi ... туойшетон. 
3. Apollinarius of Laodicea, Ep. ad Episcopos Diocaesarienses: xupio.s 
TLLWTATOLS ... KOLVWVOULED. 
4. id. (Ps.-Gregory Thaumaturgus), Fides Secundum Partem 30-1 (ed. H. 
Lietzmann, 178, 1.8-179, |. 10): ётє:дз tives ... Xprorod. 
ibid. 27-9: броЛоуодџєу ... дула ореуот. 
6. id. De Incarnatione, seu in Traditionem Renuntiationis et Fidei, Frag.: ei 
avOpwrros ... dias. 


ga 


For charts comparing the testimonia of Leontiuss florilegia with their 
parallels in other florilegia, cf. Appendix IV, p. 585. 


III. LEONTIUS THE THEOLOGIAN 


Since I have already described in detail the contents of Leontius's treatises, as 
well as the collections of earlier authorities he appends to three of them in 
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confirmation of his arguments, there is little reason to summarize his positions 
further here at any length. It may be helpful, however, to offer a few general 
remarks about his achievement as a late patristic theologian.‘ 

1. Since the monograph on Leontius published by Friedrich Loofs in 1887, *? 
shortly after the first modern appearance of the Greek text of these works, 
historians of early Christian theology have recognized in Leontius a thinker of 
great depth, whose work marks а significant development in early Christian 
reflection on the person of Christ. Some of this appreciation, however, seems to 
rest on misconceptions of what Leontius was actually doing. Loofss pioneering 
analysis was marred by a readiness to conjecture the existence of a whole range 
of now-lost writings authored by Leontius, which would incorporate a number 
of fragments attributed to him in later Byzantine collections and manuscripts, 
and also to identify him with the author of the work De Sectis, now generally 
agreed to be a composition from later in the sixth century, and with the mid- 
sixth-century polemical writer known as "Leontius of Jerusalem" All of this only 
blurred the edges of an eventual portrait. Moreimportant, Loofs saw in Leontiuss 
work essentially an attempt to interpret the Christ of Chalcedon in terms of Cyril 
of Alexandrias understanding of his person, ‘eine möglichst zur alexandrinischen 
Theologie zurückkehrende Orthodoxie?^? From this starting-point, he argued 
that Leontiuss celebrated distinction, in СМЕ 1, between a hypostasis and a nature 
that is *enhypostatic" (ёуотбототоѕ), was actually a new attempt to express, in 
terminology borrowed from the Aristotelian tradition, how the human nature 
of Christ could “exist within (év)” the divine Person of the eternal Son, and so be 
real without having a human personal center to individuate it. I have argued 
elsewhere, as has Grillmeier,*^ that Loofss interpretation rests on а misunder- 
standing of the meaning of év- in “enhypostatic, which seems not to mean 
"hypostatized in” (as Loofs and others have thought) but simply “hypostatic, 
or “concretely instanced,” "individually realized"—as analogies from other 
Greek adjectives show; év- here, as in several other adjectives formed from 
nouns, is simply the opposite of the Greek “alpha privative? 

Yet Loofss interpretation paved the way for a whole trajectory of later 
interpreters of Leontius. Adolf von Harnack, drawing on Loofss reading, 


“1 For a fuller treatment of Leontius theological achievement, see esp. my articles, “The 
Origenism of Leontius of Byzantium,’ JTS 27 (1976), 333-69, and “A Richer Union’: Leontius of 
Byzantium and the Relationship of Human and Divine in Christ,’ Studia Patristica 24 (1993), 
239-65. See also Aloys Grillmeier (with Theresia Hainthaler), Christ in Christian Tradition 11/2 
(London and Louisville: Mowbray/Westminster John Knox, 1995), 181-229. 

42 Leontius von Byzanz und die gleichnamigen Schriftsteller der griechischen Kirche (TU Ш/1-2; 
Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1887). 

43 Leontius 71; see 65. 

#4 Т argued this at length in a still-unpublished paper at the Eighth International Conference 
on Patristic Studies; see Grillmeier, Christ 1/2, 204-8. 
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categorized Leontius as a classic sixth-century “monophysite? in the school of 
Severus of Antioch, and even asa distant disciple of Apollinarius.*5 The Anglican 
theologian H. M. Relton published a book on Christology, in 1917, which based 
its approach to the personal unity of Christ on Loofss interpretation of 
enhypostatos in Leontius, seen now as an anticipation of modern psychology's 
insight that it is the person, understood as consciousness and the sense of self, 
that gives substantial, concrete existence to any intellectual nature.** In Christ's 
case, according to Relton, that individualizing, conscious center would be the 
second Person of the Trinity. Inspired, doubtless, also by Loofs, Karl Barth saw in 
the enhypostasia of a human individual nature—a nature that has no hypostatic 
existence in and for itself, but exists “within” the divine Person of the Son of 
God—the very root of the asymmetrical relationship of humanity to the Word 
that is the heart of our salvation.“”” Stefan Otto, in 1968, wanted to recognize in 
the Christology of Leontius, and in that of some of his contemporaries, 
forerunners of a modern, existentialist metaphysic of the person as absolutes 
Fiirsichsein—the person not simply as a single member of a larger universal 
class, but as a unique subject, ontologically in possession of the capabilities and 
characteristics of its nature.“ Even Abbot Daniel Hombergen, in his more 
recent discussion of the role of the Origenist monks of Palestine in the sixth 
century, is attracted to Loofs’s hypothesis that the Leontius of the six treatises 
edited here is the same author as Leontius of Jerusalem, and that, as an 
“Origenist” of the time, he offers a strongly unitive, Logos-centered interpreta- 
tion of the Chalcedonian formula; Hombergen wants to see the main focus 
of Leontiuss Origenism—which he presumably received through Evagrius’s 
spiritual writings—as ascetical and psychological rather than Christological.*'? 
All of these interpretations, I believe, share in different ways in Loofss mistake 
of conflating several sixth-century authors of the same name, and in misreading 
the force of the Greek word évvzóoraros to suggest, in a way anticipating 
modern personalism, that Jesus's humanity exists “in” the second person of the 
Trinity and thus is itself, as humanity, anhypostatos: not realized in an 
independently existing human individual. Whatever one may think of such a 


"5 So History of Dogma (trans. E. В. Speirs and J. Millar; London, Edinburgh, and Oxford, 
1898), 4. 236: “There is not even any trace of a theological difference between Severus and 
Leontius;” сЕ Outlines of the History of Dogma (trans. E. K. Mitchell; London, 1893), 298:“Through 
his doctrine of the enhypostasia of the human nature, he paid, in the form of a fine Apollinarianism, 
full regard to the idea of redemption.” It is hard to imagine how Harnack could explain, from this 
starting-point, Leontius’s extensive, powerful critiques both of Severus’s Christology and of the 
work of Apollinarius. 

** Herbert Maurice Relton, A Study in Christology (London, 1917). 

*7 See Church Dogmatics IV/2, trans. G. W. Bromiley (Edinburgh, 1958), 49-50. 

418 Stefan Otto, Person und Subsistenz (Munich, 1968). 

“9 Daniel Hombergen, The Second Origenist Controversy (see above, p. 13 and n. 70), 139-40, 
152,176. 





III. Leontius the Theologian 75 


Christological model, it seems to go well beyond the intentions and concerns of 
Leontius of Byzantium. 

2. My own understanding of Leontiuss thought is that he is, in all his extant 
writings, above all a consistent defender and interpreter of the concepts and 
terminology of Chalcedon—a "strict Chalcedonian,” in the phrase of Marcel 
Richard and Aloys Grillmeier.” Much of his effort in the CNE, extended and 
developed in the Epilyseis and crystallized in a more lapidary form in the Thirty 
Chapters, is aimed at clarifying the meaning of the main terminology used to 
speak of Christ in the Chalcedonian definition— substance (одо(о.), nature 
(pios); individual (úróoracıs), “person” (rpóocrrov),in the sense of persona 
or role—as well as the phrases used there to relate these terms to one another: 
that Christ "subsists in two natures without confusion, without change, with- 
out division, without separation"; that he is “complete in divinity, complete in 
humanity"; that he is “consubstantial with the Father in his divinity, con- 
substantial with us in his humanity.’ These classical, familiar phrases all had 
a history by the time of Chalcedon, all had intellectual and emotional impli- 
cations for the parties to the Christological debate. Leontiuss working assump- 
tion seems to be that if their meaning is properly clarified, with the help of the 
Trinitarian model developed by the Cappadocian Fathers and some defini- 
tions borrowed from contemporary Greek philosophy, all people of good judg- 
ment should be able to accept the Chalcedonian formula as the only right way 
to speak about the complex, saving reality of Jesus. 

The analysis of Chalcedons language that Leontius offers, especially in these 
first three works, can seem overly technical to a modern reader, but it is 
important to see that his efforts are more than just academic hair-splitting. At 
the end of his treatise against Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Antiochene 
tradition, Leontius insists that “our battle is not about phrases, but about the 
realities themselves, and about their union and organic identity with each other, 
which the Fathers thought had come to be in a substantial way ....®! For 
Leontius, this is only intellectually conceivable in terms of a real and subsistent 
universal being and an equally real and subsistent individual, both expressed 
in terms of essence or nature and hypostasis—the same paradoxical interplay 
of terms in which the Cappadocian Fathers had categorized the supreme 
"theological" Mystery of God as both one and three. "Nature" or "substance" 
refers to reality as definable, able to be characterized by generic features—being 


2 See esp. Marcel Richard, "Léonce de Jérusalem et Léonce de Byzance,” MSR 1 (1944), 35-88 
[= Opera Minora III, no. 59]; Grillmeier, Christ in Christian Tradition 11/2, 181-270. 

41 DTN 42 (PG 86.1380 D). This sentence may be an intentional echo of Plato, Republic I (352 
d5-6):“Our discussion is not about just anything at all, but about the question of the way one must 
live!" 
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as categorized by the mind, graspable by the insight of reason (Aóyos); 
“hypostasis” refers to an individually existing thing, which possesses “being by 
itself (ro каб айтоб eîvaı)”—the particular being, marked off by accidental 
features and denotable by a proper name, yet conceivable only because it also 
participates in a universal class, because it has an intelligible universal substance 
or nature. Human hypostases are called “persons (7 pécw7ra),” because of the 
particular role they play—the “mask” they wear—in human history, analogous 
to the characters (трбосота), recognizable by their masks, that were acted out 
in an ancient drama. Natures, to remain what they are, must remain limited to 
the same, consistent definitions. Hypostases, by contrast—being unique his- 
torical instances of timeless universals—can also bring together in their 
historical existence two or more defined natures; so a human person participates 
atonce in the radically different natures or substances, the universal realities, of 
the spiritual soul and the material body. The Mystery of Christ—unique within 
history, and saving in its very uniqueness—is the union within a single concrete 
individual, a single hypostasis with a proper name, of the eternal God and a 
historically limited, fully normal human being. The historical being—the 
hypostasis—of Christ the Lord is the realization of both the eternal Word, the 
Son of God, and the man Jesus, the son of Mary, as two complete and different 
substances in one historical individual. And it is the “mode of union" of these 
two substances—God and man—as Jesus the Son, Leontius ultimately confesses, 
which constitutes the message of the Gospel.” 

3. Leontius’s detailed, careful arguments to support the Chalcedonian for- 
mula as the only fully adequate articulation of the Mystery revealed in Christ— 
along with his affirmation of the full, pristine humanity of Christ, and his 
rejection of formulations of the Mystery that truncate or distort it in an overly 
unitive or overly divisive direction—form together a synthesis that, although 
modest and limited in scope, still seems persuasive. Not all the questions raised 
by the Chalcedonian formula are answered in his treatises. There is danger, for 
instance, that the sheer balance and formality of the Chalcedonian formula, as 
Leontius presents it eighty years later, may still leave unanswered the question 
of who the “one hypostasis,” constituted by the Incarnation, really is. So one of 
the main tasks of the Second Council of Constantinople, in 553, was to clarify 
that it is indeed God the Word who is born fully human, as the child of Mary, 
and who dies on the cross in his own vulnerable humanity.*? Leontius is hesi- 
tant, it seems, to speak of the synthesis of realities that constitutes Jesus as a 


9? Epil. 8 (PG 19370-19408). 
^? See Anathemas 2, 3, 6, 10 (Alberigo-Tanner, Decrees of the Ecumenical Councils, II. 
114-18). 
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“hypostatic union,’ and only uses that phrase twice, seemingly in passing;* his 
reason may be that it could be taken to suggest, in his context, a union formed 
out of two already-existing hypostases or persons, or simply that, as a phrase 
favored by Cyril of Alexandria in his later letters, it was also dear to critics of 
Chalcedon like Severus of Antioch. But Leontius makes it clear, through his 
analysis of Chalcedonian terms, that the union achieved in the concrete histor- 
ical “person” or hypostasis, Christ, is not simply a harmonious conjunction of 
two wholly separate, active beings. It is a "union that involves substance (€vw- 
ais кот’ одобат), ^5 а union “which has come to exist substantially, not just 
relatively, so that the Logos is, in a complete humanity, what the ‘inner man is 
in us (00010805, GAN où oxeTiKDs yeyovos, Ws elvai êv тў теЛе(а avOpw- 
motte rep ev Hiv ‘0 Епа» йудротоѕ’)?*% It is a union that is not just rela- 
tional—as the accidental orientations of one earthly reality to another are 
understood by the philosophers to be—but a union “in actual substance; a 
union that really brings two wholly different substances together, yet neverthe- 
less leaves them unchanged in their very union.” 

Leontius struggles here to capture, in philosophically precise terms, what he 
sees to be the Mystery of Christ, relying for help not only on the earlier Greek 
theological tradition, but on Aristotles Organon, Porphyry's Eisagogë, and the 
explanations of the fifth- and sixth-century commentators on Aristotle. But 
the implications of the Mystery of Christ are nothing less than cosmic. In the 
“unconfused union" of God and a human individual, God the Son has himself 
become involved in the complex web of ontological relationships that define 
the created order. The union of God and humanity in Christ is not that of a new, 
mixed nature, which combines both and is therefore neither of them; the union 
is rather one that is realized in a concrete, existing, historical individual, who is 
fully God and fully human—who is himself defined, in nature and hypostasis, 
by his relations to other classes of substance and to other humans, respectively, 
and who exists as both Son of God and son of Mary. So, in the man Jesus, 
humanity, “while reaching in its very being the definition of human perfection, 
shared in all the good things which come from the Word; or rather, possessing 
the very fount of good things in the Word, it poured forth from itself all that the 
Word has, by means of the Word”* It is the very integrity of both human 
nature and divine nature, existing in unity as one concrete, historical individual, 
that makes salvation for the whole fallen race of historical human individuals 
possible. The balance and metaphysical symmetry of the Chalcedonian portrait 


“4 Preface to CNE’ florilegium (p. 176,1. 25); CA (p. 378, 1. 16). 

#5 СМЕ (р.166,1.1; p. 168,1. 26). 

е DTN 42 (р. 442,1. 13; p. 444,1. 2). 

#7 See CNE 2 (p. 136,1. 15); CNE 3 (p. 144,11. 2-3); Epil. 4 (p. 282, Il. 26-9). 
28 СА (p. 364,11.7-8). 
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of Christ captures for Leontius, it seems, the substantially relational heart of the 
Mystery of salvation: “God with us” 


IV. THE MANUSCRIPTS 
1. The Principal Manuscripts 


Only one manuscript contains all the works of Leontius edited here. This is 
codex Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (V), a beautiful and well-preserved manuscript 
produced in Constantinople in the second quarter of the tenth century, in which 
Leontiuss writings occupy ff. 1-184. Once the property of Cardinal Giovanni 
Salviati (1490-1553), an influential papal legate during the pontificate of 
Clement VII (1523-34), V found its way, along with forty of Salviati’s other 
Greek manuscripts, into the possession of the Colonna family at some unknown 
date after the Cardinal's death; as Columnensis 34, it was one of the ninety-three 
Colonna manuscripts acquired for the Vatican Library by its new prefect, 
Cardinal Angelo Mai, in July 1821.” Besides the writings of Leontius, V contains 
several other important works of later patristic theology: the Epistula de Duabus 
Naturis by the sixth-century monk Eustathius*” (ff. 185-208); Justinian's Contra 
Мопорћуѕіїаѕ* (ff. 208-63); Maximus Confessor’s comments on the Pseudo- 
Dionysiuss Epistle to Gaius, the last of his Ambigua ad Thomam* (ff. 263-70); 
Photiuss work De Sancti Spiritus Mystagogia* (ff. 271-317); and finally—in a 
later hand—several of Photius' letters (ff. 317-27). This list of contents suggests 


#9 See Salvatore Lilla: Codices Vaticani Graeci [VIII] (Codd. 2162-2254: Codices Columnenses) 
(Vatican City, 1986), 124-8; for the history of the collection before being acquired by the Vatican 
Library, see ibid. xi-xxiii. I am grateful to Dr Lilla for showing me a typescript of his description of 
Vat. Gr. 2195 while the catalogue was still in progress, during my own visit to the Library in 1974. 

Little else is known about the origin of the Columnenses Graeci, now Vat. Gr. 2162-254. They 
ought not, at any rate, to be confused with the rich collection of Cardinal Ascanio Colonna (1569- 
1608), partly derived from the library of Cardinal Guglielmo Sirleto (1514-85) and acquired, after 
Cardinal Colonnas death, by Giovan Angelo Altemps (1611), then by Pope Alexander VIII (1689) 
for his private collection, and eventually by Pope Benedict XIV (1675-1758) for the Vatican, 
where they now form part of the Ottoboniani. Not all of Salviati’s manuscripts became part of 
the Columnenses; others bearing his mark IO CAR de SALVIATIS can be found today in Florence, 
in London, and in the Biblioteca Casanatense in Rome. See W. Weinberger, “Beiträge zur 
Handschriftenkunde" II, Sitzb. der phil. -hist. Klasse der kaiserl. Akad. der Wiss. (Wien) 161, 4 
(1909), 49, n. 3; G. Mercati, “Il Plutarco di Bartolommeo da Montepulciano" Opere Minore ТУ (= 
ST 79: Rome, 1937), 201 and n.1. 

^? PG 86,901-41. 

“! Ed. E. Schwartz, Drei dogmatische Schriften Justinians, 5-43; PG 86, 1104-45. Vat. Gr. 2195 is 
the only extant manuscript of this work. 

32 PG 91,1045-60. * PG 102, 280-392. 
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that V was copied some fifty years after the death of Patriarch Photios in 886, 
for a person or group in the imperial capital interested in the mainstream 
tradition of Byzantine orthodoxy. 

An Oxford manuscript, codex Laudianus Graecus 92? (O), contains all of 
Leontiuss works except ће AFA.** Produced, like V, in Constantinople in the 
second quarter of the tenth century, this octavo-size codex bears Archbishop 
Lauds name, and the acquisition-date 1640; it was one of eleven Greek 
manuscripts sent by the archbishop to the Bodleian Library on 6 November of 
that year, as part of his fourth donation to the library.“ There is no record of 
where and how Laud had acquired this particular manuscript. Its singed edges, 
however, and slightly charred first page, as well as its new Laudian binding in 
brown calf, suggest that it had had a violent history before it reached the 
archbishop, and that it may be one of the many manuscripts he acquired from 
the collections of German monasteries and Jesuit colleges ravaged by Swedish 
troops during the Thirty Years War. 

Five leaves are now missing from O: two folios after f. 96 and two more after 
£ 100—which form together the two outside sheets of a single quire—and one 
further folio after f. 156. As a result, the text is defective from the last sentence 
of the Epilyseis to the end of Epap. 8," from Ерар. 20 to the middle of Ерар. 
25,5? and for most of chapters 6 to 8 of the DTN.*? Folios 182^" and 1857 are 
written in a different hand from the rest of the text, although a contemporary 
one: presumably they are replacements for a sheet lost from the quire shortly 
after the book was copied. In addition, two lacunae have been absorbed into O's 
text of the CA, each of some 18-20 lines of writing on О? scale; presumably 
two leaves were missing from an ancestor here, but the scribe of O was either 
unaware of the omission or hoped to conceal it. 

Besides its five genuine works of Leontius, O also contains, as I have 
mentioned before, a small treatise entitled кефдЛапо. ката дьафдрст 
оїрєт:кду, inserted between the main text of the DTN and its florilegium 
(ff. 175'-177"). This work is, in fact, Maximus Confessor's Opusculum 13, пер: 
тбу дйо той Хратой фдсєоу^ In addition, О includes (ff. 210'-227") three 


“* For a description of the manuscript, see H. O. Coxe, Bodleian Library, Quarto Catalogues 1 
(Oxford, repr. 1969), 580-2. 

“5 See R. W. Hunt's introduction to vol. II of Coxes catalogue (Oxford, repr. 1973), xxiii-xxiv. 

36 Dr Hunt suggests that the reason so many of the Laudian manuscripts were given to the 
Bodleian in new, uniform bindings may be that their covers had been damaged or torn off in the 
course of acquisition; new bindings would especially be a mark, then, of manuscripts acquired in 
Germany: ibid. ix, xxiii-xxiv. 

57 p.310,1. 10-p. 316,1.22. єв p. 324,1. 7-p. 326,1. 26. 

49 p.418,1.22-p. 420,1.12. #0 p.344,1.7-21 and p.350,11.15—28. ^! p.48andn.319. 

% PG 91, 145-9. This apparently early work of Maximus is a set of ten theses directed against 
“monophysite” Christology. Little else is known about its occasion or place of composition. 
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complete patristic letters after the end of the florilegium of the DTN: Cyril of 
Alexandrias two letters to Succensus* and Timothy of Berytus’s Epistle to 
Prosdocium, attributed here to Julius of Коте,“ Although these three works— 
classic documents of a strongly unitive Christology, presented here in toto— 
can scarcely have formed part of Leontius's own dossier, the fact that O includes 
them without comment before the final colophon‘ suggests that they had 
been added to О? version of rà Ледута, and perhaps even substituted for the 
critical AFA, before the collection reached O's scribe. The tendency of this 
version of the Leontian collection thus seems somewhat less sympathetic to 
Leontiuss two-nature emphasis than is that of V. 

Thereisalsoa copy of O, from the early eighteenth century, in the Bibliothèque 
Nationale in Paris: cod. Parisinus Suppl. Grec. 163. A note in the margin of f. 1 
explains its origin: “Ex cod. Bodleiano. Misit doct. D. Ernest Grabe” According 
to Н. Omont,"5 this manuscript—which also contains a copy of the Excerpta 
Leontina in a different hand (ff. 306-11)—once belonged to the Paris 
Dominicans, but it is not known for whom the scholar Johann Ernst Grabe, 
who lived in Oxford from about 1698 until his death in 1711, originally made 
it. Since this manuscript is not an independent witness to the text, I have not 
used it in preparing this edition. 

One other manuscript, now in Genoa, contains the Foreword to the collected 
edition, the СМЕ, and its florilegium: codex 27 (С) ofthe Biblioteca della Missione 
Urbana di San Carlo, now part of the collection of the Biblioteca Franzoniana.*4 
This beautiful eleventh-century codex, written in double columns in the 
so-called "Perlenschrift contains an important collection of patristic contro- 
versial works, some of them otherwise unknown. These include Serapion 
of Ihmuiss Contra Manichaeos (ff. 1-8); Titus of Bostra’s Contra Manichaeos 


^? Letters 45 and 46: ed. E. Schwartz, ACO I, 1, 6, 151-62; PG 77,228 C5-245 D4. 

^* Ed. H. Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Laodicea und seine Schule (Tübingen, 1904), 283-6. O is 
the only source for the full Greek text of this letter; for its attribution to Timothy of Berytus, cf. 
Lietzmann, ibid. 156-7. 

#5 The colophon shows that rà Aedvria were considered to be a comprehensive refutation of 
heresy by the time O was copied: reréAeora« ody @e@ 7) катӣ пасфу aipécewv ávo po) Kal 
OpiauBos той kaca piov Acovríov povaxot ка! ueyáAov doxyrod (Е 227%). 

46 Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grecs de la Bibliothèque Nationale, Ш (Paris, 1898), 226. 

47 The convent of the “Jacobins” in the Rue Saine-Honoré, source of nineteen Greek 
manuscripts now in the Bibliothéque Nationale: cf. Omont, I, xix. 

^* The contents of Genoa 27 were reported, rather inexactly, by Cardinal J. B. Pitra in his Analecta 
Sacra V (1888), 44-6; the manuscript itself, but (alas) not the contents, is more accurately described 
by A. Ehrhard, “Zur Catalogisierung der kleineren Bestände der griechischen Handschriften in 
Italien”, Centralblatt für Bibliothekswesen 10 (1893), 204-5 (repr. in C. Samberger, Catalogi codicum 
Graecorum qui in minoribus Bibliothecis Italicis asservantur 1 (Leipzig, 1965), 278—9). 

^9 Ed. R.P. Casey (= Harvard Theological Studies XV: Cambridge, Mass., 1931); a less adequate 
text appears in PG 40, 900-24. 
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(ff. 8-79); Cyril of Alexandrias Thesaurus (ff. 79-291); an extract from 
Athanasiuss Contra Gentes (ff. 291-3); five Greek opuscula of Theodore Abu 
Qurra (ff. 293-7); four anonymous controversial fragments (ff. 297-301); 
Zachary of Mytilenes brief response to a Manichean pamphlet (ff. 301-3); a 
selection of polemical extracts from the Patriarch Nicephorus, Photius, Theodore 
Abu Ошта, and Maximus Confessor (ff. 303-28); and finally Leontiuss 
Foreword and СМЕ (ff. 328-53). С origin, like that of V and О, is unknown; the 
fact that its quires are marked with Armenian numerals suggests that it may at 
least have been rebound*” in an Armenian monastery, either in Constantinople 
or further east. It belonged to a collection of some 300 Greek manuscripts which 
Filippo Saoli—a Genoese scholar, a diplomat, and later bishop of Brugnato— 
bequeathed to Ше Hospizio dei Incurabili in Genoa at his death in 1526.55 
During the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries, Saoli's collection seems to 
have been well known in Rome; Sirleto apparently borrowed a manuscript of 
Athanasius from it^? and Francisco Torres, the first translator of Leontius, 
certainly used Genoa 27 for a number of his translations of patristic controversial 
works. ^9 A few years later Giovanni Santa Maura (d. 1613), a Cypriot copyist at 
the Vatican, also studied Genoa 27 and made a list of its contents. By 1746, 
however, only thirty-nine manuscripts were left in Saolis collection at the 
Hospizio dei Incurabili; they were bought—to save them from destruction—for 
the library of the Congregation of the Missione Urbana di San Carlo. When the 
building which housed that library was destroyed in World War 1, the collection 
was incorporated into the Biblioteca Franzoniana. 


0 PG 18, 1069-1256. 5! PG 75, 9-656. 42 cc. 32-4: PG 25, 64-9, 

#3 Оризсша 26-30: PG 97, 1561-79. 454 These are listed in Pitra, Anal. Sacra V, 67. 

45 "This is published in Pitra, Anal. Sacra V, 67-70; the Latin translation of Torres appears in PG 
85, 1143-4. It may originally have been part of a larger anti- Manichean work of Zachary's, which 
included the anathemas published by Marcel Richard from cod. Vatopedi 236, in the introduction 
to his edition of the works of John of Caesaraea (CCG 1, xxxiii-xxxix). 

“6 Тһе information given by Рига and Ehrhard is too vague here to allow an exact account of 
Gs contents. 

47 A. Brinkmann, “Die Streitschrift des Serapion von Thmuis gegen die Мапісһӣег Sitzb. der 
kénigl. preussischen Akad. der Wiss. (Berlin, 1894), 486-7, established that two of the four double 
leaves in the third quire of G are in the wrong sequence; this is presumably a sign that the 
manuscript had, at some stage, become loose and required rebinding. 

55 Cf Ehrhard, 192-3 (repr. Samberger, 266-7). 

^9 СЕ G. Mercati, Per la storia dei Manoscritti Greci di Genova, di varie Badie Basiliane d'Italia, 
e di Patmo (= ST 68: Rome, 1935), 12-13. 

^9 "These include the works of Serapion of Thmuis and Titus of Bostra mentioned above, the 
little tract of Zachary of Mytilene against the Manicheans, and probably a number of shorter 
extracts contained in G: see H. Canisius, Antiquae Lectionis, Tomus V (Ingolstadt, 1604). Torres 
also used Genoa 27 for his translation of the CNE, even though V was his main source: cf. p. 99 
below. 

461 His list is now Vat. Lat. 10957, ff. 14-16; cf. Mercati, Per la storia 18, n.1. 
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G adds four extracts from Cyril of Alexandria to the florilegium of the CNE 
as it appears in V and O, before the closing phrase, yphoers той прото Aóyov 
(f. 352”). Two of these texts are from the second letter to Succensus,/ two from 
the Dialogus de Incarnatione Unigeniti.“ While it is not impossible that these 
four texts belong to Leontius' original collection, the wordy and circumstantial 
titles given them in G—very different from Leontiuss other titles—and the 
absence of parallels in the related florilegia'é make that most unlikely. I have 
omitted them from this edition. G also adds, immediately after the closing 
phrase mentioned above, a fragment of what purports to be the dialogue 
between Paul of Samosata and the Presbyter Malchion, his official examiner, at 
the Antiochene Synod which condemned Paul in 268.“ This text and the four 
extracts from Cyril may have well been added to Leontius’s florilegium from 
some later, independent collection of Christological texts. 

The Jesuit savant Jacques Sirmond (1559-1651) made a copy of the latter 
part of G—including the text of Leontius—which became part of the library of 
the Collége de Clermont. This copy is now in the Deutsche Staatsbibliothek 
in East Berlin, numbered Berolinensis Phillippicus Graecus 80. Since it is not an 
independent witness, however, I have not referred to it in preparing this edition. 

One Paris manuscript contains the part of Leontius’s Foreword related to the 
DTN, followed by the DTN itself and its florilegium: cod. Parisinus Graecus 
1335 (P), ff. 186-202". This fourteenth-century manuscript contains a large 
collection of theological, historical, and canonical texts, most of them connected 


42 Ер, 2 ad Succensum, 3 (ACO I, 1, 6, 160, Il. 14-24; PG 77, 241 D4-244 A10); ibid. (ACO I, 
1,6, 160,1. 25-161, 1. 3; PG 77, 244 A13- B3). 

“9 Dialogus de Incarnatione Unigeniti: ed. С. M. de Durand, SC 97,280,1. 21-282, 1. 3; Pusey 127, 
1. 18-128, 1. 3; PG 75, 1244 A14-B4; and ibid., de Durand 294, Il. 5-8; Pusey 143, l. 20-145, 1. 3; 
PG 75,1249 D1-4. 

“4 Although the Second Letter to Succensus was very popular with the compilers of ancient 
florilegia, the only exact parallel which I have been able to find for the first of these extracts from it is 
in the florilegium of Timothy Aeluruss Letter on Isaiah of Hermoupolis, included by Zacharias 
Rhetor in his Ecclesiastical History IV, 12; this collection, however, seems to have no direct connection 
with that of the СМЕ. The second passage has a parallel only in Ephrem of Amidas tract Ad Domnum 
et Joannem; the third and fourth have no parallels in florilegia at all, as far as I know. 

“° This was published by J. B. Pitra, Anal. Sacra Ш (Paris, 1883), 600-1, and more recently by 
H. de Riedmatten, Les Actes du procès de Paul de Samosate (Fribourg, 1952), 156-7. 

© Sirmond's codex—orginially Claromontanus 175; acquired in the eighteenth century by the 
Dutch bibliophile Johan Meerman (1753-1815), to become Meermannius 153; then bought in 
1824 by Sir Thomas Phillipps (1792-1872), to become Phillippicus 1484; and finally acquired by 
the Prussian government after Phillippss death—begins with some patristic Old Testament 
commentaries; ff. 110-190" contain the collection of Genoa 27, from Е 293 (the opuscula of 
Theodore Abu Qurra) onwards. Cf. W. Studemund and L. Cohn Verzeichniss der greichischen 
Handschriften der königlichen Bibliothek zu Berlin, I (Berlin, 1890), 32-3. 
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with medieval Byzantine controversies."* Its patristic section largely concerns 
Christology, and includes Gregory of Nyssas Epistle 2,“On Those Going Up to 
Jerusalem" (ff. 92-3); thirty-eight letters of Basil and Gregory of Nazianzen 
(ff. 93-133); Catecheses 12 to 15 of Cyril of Jerusalem—on the person and work 
of Christ (ff. 133-66);*° several small tracts of John Chrysostom (ff. 166-81); 
Proclus of Constantinoples Tomus ad Armenios (ff. 181-6); and Cyril of 
Alexandrias celebrated Twelve Anathemas (ff. 202-3),"! as well as the DTN. A 

reface (ff. 27-4") identifies the collector as a certain Joachim, "least of monks, 
who dedicates the work to his "brother" (in religion?) George Cainas. There are 
no clues, however, to the identity of either of these men, or to the precise reason 
for which the collection was put together. 

One other codex contains the same collection as P: a paper manuscript now 
in Venice, cod. Marcianus Graecus Z 575, signed by the otherwise unknown 
scribe Nikolaos Phagianes and dated 9 August 1426. This manuscript apparently 
belonged to the Patriarchal library in Constantinople until the early seventeenth 
century, when it was bought by the Venetian Giacomo Gallicio, brought back to 
Venice, and given by him—with twenty other Greek manuscripts—to the 
Venetian republic in the autumn of 1624, in return for the release of a prisoner 
named Bernardino Уезра.?? My own study of the text of the DTN in Marc. Gr. 
575 has shown that it is a direct copy of Р? and I have therefore omitted its 
readings, too, from the apparatus of the present edition. 


47 Cf. Omont, Inventaire sommaire des manuscrits grec de la Bibliothèque Nationale, 11, 14-16. 
Among many other documents, the collection included, according to its table of contents (ff. 
27), three texts which apparently formed part of the propaganda of the anti-Palaeologan 
Arsenite party during the Byzantine schism of 1265-1310. Two of these texts have been lost from 
P, but the Testament of the Patriarch Arsenius still appears on ff. 338'-340". (СЕ J. Darrouzés, 
Documents inédits decclésiologie byzantine [= Archives de l'orient chrétien 10: Paris, 1966], 99, n. 1; 
Darrouzés is therefore mistaken when he says that all the Arsenite material has disappeared from 
the collection.) This suggests that the collection was formed, at the latest, in the early years of the 
fourteenth century. 

48 Ed. С. Pasquali (Berlin, 1928), 11-17 (= GNO VIII/2, 13-19); PG 46, 1009 В1-1016 АЗ. 

^9 Ed. W.K. Reischl and J. Rupp (Munich, 1848-60), IT, 2-202. 

#0 PG 65,856-73. 

#1 ACOL 1,1, 40,1. 22-42,1. 5; PG 77, 120 B14-121 D8. 

12 Cf K. N. Sathas, Mecatovucr) ВВМодяко II (Venice, 1873), pxé, n. 3; M. Finazzi, "La 
donazione della raccolta di codici greci di Giacomo Gallicio all Repubblica di Venezia; in 
Miscellanea Marciana di Studi Bessarionei (Medioevo e Umanesimo, 24: Padua, 1976), 103-18. 

^* Marc. Gr. 575 preserves all the distinctive readings of P, right and wrong, and the twenty-nine 
readings peculiar to itself are all further errors, with two exceptions: p. 430,1.7 érrippe»yoAoyobpe- 
vos for P, èmıppwàoyoúpevos, where Marc. Gr. 575% additional -уо- is written above the word, prob- 
ably, in the same hand, as a correction; and p. 432, 1. 6, where Marc. Gr. 575 does not repeat 7 
ибуоз, as P does. Both of these variations can be seen as straightforward corrections by the scribe 
Phagianes. In addition, at р. 466, Il. 13-14, Marc. Gr. 575 omits the words боти trdaract ... kai TÒ 
прёсотоу, а gap of exactly one line in P; this omission can easily be explained by the repetition 
of rpóccrrov in the text. 
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If my observations above“: about Leontiuss florilegia are correct, all four 
manuscripts would seem to be descended from a version of his works edited 
some time after the beginning of the eighth century. Only this would explain 
the agreement of V, O, and P in including Test. 56-62 of the florilegium of the 
DTN, which seem to depend on the Doctrina Patrum; and the existence of such 
a hyparchetype would also best explain the apparent displacement of Test. 8 
and 9 of the CNE in V, O, and G. Any other difference between the original text 
of Leontiuss works and this eighth-century version (which I have labeled (a) in 
the stemma below, p. 88) is a matter of pure conjecture. 

А comparison of the readings of V, O, and P, however, in the DTN shows quite 
clearly that V and O are descended from a more immediate common ancestor, 
which I have called (В) in the stemma. V and O contain a good number of 
readings which a comparison with P shows to be simply mistakes: a series of 
accusatives in place of datives at p.412,1.21; ôv for dv at p.420,1.3; the repetition 
of ка! бута at p. 426,1. 17; épapydlovras for épapydlovres at p. 442,1. 12; 
ди птоо for dueumrous elvoa at p.444, |. 28; rpomívovras (O: mporivovres) 
Юг mporeivovras at p. 446, 1. 15; yrwpilew for урор е: at p. 456, 
1. 21; дфе оутов for dgeiAovri at p. 458, l. 29; re for де at p. 460,1. 8; the 
omission of $ at p. 462, 1. 20; боох for дас at p. 464, Test. 4,1. 4; +ó for +@ 
at p. 468, Test 8, І. 11; onuaivwy for onwaivery at p. 472, Test 13, 1. 7; the 
repetition of Aowzrov at p. 472, Test 14, 1. 13 and the repetition of ovu before 
пароЛаиВдустал, ibid., 1.22; the omission of ròv at p. 476, Test 19,1. 18; co: for 
Gov at р. 480, Test 24,1. 10; d€iwouy for á£vca at p. 490, Test. 35,1. 16; and 
possibly прокехорпкев at p. 498, Test. 41,1. 9. Against the background of these 
common errors, a number of other readings in which VO disagree with P, 
though just possible in themselves, can be rejected as mistaken; these include 
the abbreviation of a phrase in P at p. 426,1. 6; the omission of part of a scriptural 
quotation at p. 428, 1. 21, and of cov in a scriptural text at p. 430, 1. 20; the 
addition of kai @codw pov—inappropriate in Ше context—at p. 444,1. 16; the 
expansion of a scriptural reference at p. 448, 1. 11; an awkward change of word- 
order at p. 448,1. 19; тросўкеєу for тросӯкоу at p. 454,1. 21; the omission of 7j 
at p. 456, 1. 21; тайту for айт} at p. 460,1. 17; the addition of etva. at p. 464, 
Test. 4,1. 6; ёо rcv for the biblical ёсубтор at p. 476, Test 17,1. 5; the change 
of word-order from that in the parallel sources at p. 502,1. 14; ойу! éva for ойк 
оти» at p. 504,1. 9; the position of yap at p. 512, Test. 56,1. 15, and the omission 
of «ai, ibid. 1. 16; the addition of ет at p. 514,1. 9; and котогкеѓу for катоке! 
at p. 522, Test 62, |. 3. The presence of Test. 57 in P alone, with its mistaken 
attribution to Gregory Nazianzen, could also be a sign of confusion in 
(a) between this text of Gregory of Nyssa and another, by the other Gregory, 


#4 рр. 54-5 and 65-8. 
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which occupied its place in the Doctrina Patrum;*” realizing that its attribution 
was incorrect, the copyist of (8) may have chosen to omit it altogether rather 
than to attempt a correction. 

P, then, seems clearly to represent a different branch of the manuscript 
tradition from V and O; the small number of errors shared by V and P against 
0,26 or by O and P against V,*” are all explainable either as coincidences ог as 
signs of independent correction by the scribes of O or V. In a number of 
instances, however, P’s variance from VO is better explained as an attempt of 
the scribe to improve on the original text than as a preservation of the correct 
reading; in a few places,"? for example, P seems to be atticizing, in others,” 
trying to improve or expand a text that is already perfectly adequate. The effect 
of such changes is generally a rather flattening one.“ 

Of the three other principal manuscripts, V seems to offer the most 
“primitive? unembellished version of what Leontius wrote. On the other hand, 
a number of features of the three florilegia in V can only be explained by the 
assumption that V’s florilegia have been corrected, either against the original 
texts or against other collections. This certainly seems to be the case at 42, Test. 
21,1.4 (уеусутадол for yevéo004); at 57, Test. 54,1. 6 (eis rods oùpavoús for êv 
rois ovpavots); at 184, Test. 34, ll. 1 and 2 (two omissions in OP); and at 200, 
Test. 62,1. 5 (Ñv for 7}), where V seems to preserve correct readings even though, 
in some cases, the poorer alternative is supported by other florilegia. This 
hypothesis,too,seemstobethebestexplanation for V's reading, pardpuvdpevov, 
at 39, Test. 14,1. 4: this unusual word makes better sense than ОС% alternative, 
ppovpovpevor, in the context, but the alternative is supported by all the other 
florilegia and was, presumably, in the Leontian hyparchetype (В) as well. 
Unfortunately, the original text of this fragment of Hippolytus is lost. The 
influence of external sources explains, too, the presence of Test. 634 in V's 
version of the CNE. This little letter of Isidore of Pelusium does not appear in 
the florilegium of OG or in any other ancient florilegium; Severus, however, 
when disputing the accuracy of the two texts in the florilegium of John of 


#5 See n.404. 

4% дпаууеМат for дтаууе Мат at p. 416,1. 15; хртџатісє: for ypnuation at p. 432, 1. 31; 
айту» for айтду at р. 452,1. 22; атф for éxur@ at p. 458, 1. 14. 

#7 The omission of pe at p. 412, 1. 16; ойк for ойде at p. 428,1. 30; ceavróv for сє aùrò at p. 430, 
1.12; сбу for od at р. 432, 1. 8. There are a large number of instances in the florilegium of the DTN 
in which V seems to offer a correct reading against a mistaken one in O and P, but, as we shall see 
below, V’s florilegia show strong signs of having been corrected independently, either against the 
originial texts or against other florilegia. 

4% то доуретои for титраскоџёуоо at р. 420,1. 2; mparrew for páce at р. 424,1. 5. 

#9 eg. p. 416,1, 30; p.420, |. 23; p. 452, 1. 11. o 

59 e.g. ће change in word-order in p. 450,1. 23; yevéoOau for усусупайол at p. 452,1. 5; avrod 
for айт, ibid., 1. 25. 
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Caesaraeas Apologia**'—the parallels to Test. 61 and 63 of the CNE!—cites this 
letter to strengthen his own argument, and the compiler of V may well have 
added it here (in suitably diphysite form: cf. 1. 7) for that reason. Finally, the 
hypothesis of a correction of V's florilegia provides the readiest explanation for 
the confusion surrounding Test. 27 of the CNE. This extract from Gregory of 
Nyssa appears here, minus its first three lines, in G; in V, it appears in a longer 
form (parallel, even down to its title, to an extract from the same passage in 
De Sectis 9) after Test. 31, and in О itis omitted completely. Presumably, С offers 
us both the position and the mutilated form in which it appeared in the 
hyparchetype (В). Because the beginning of the extract was obviously missing, 
O5 scribe probably thought it best to leave the passage out, and to begin the 
selections from Gregory of Nyssa with Test. 28; V; on the other hand, apparently 
supplemented the defective text in (В) by drawing on De Sectis's version, which 
he added at the end of the extracts from Gregory of Nyssa (Test. 28-31), without 
bothering to shorten it or to alter the ascription in the title to Leontius’s usual 
TOY AYTOY. That the extract originally began with the incipit of the version 
in V and ended with the explicit of that in G is confirmed by the parallels in the 
Doctrina Patrum and Nicephorus. 

There is strong, if not absolutely conclusive evidence that the two remaining 
principal manuscripts, O and G, share, in addition, a common ancestor not 
shared by V, which we shall call (y). This evidence consists, first of all, in some 
apparent common errors of the text of the CNE: ауд тд» адтду Adyov Юг ката 
tov adrov Aóyov at p. 146,1. 5; kaAodou for дродаоист at p. 160,1. 20 (where 
V is supported by the apparently independent witness S); the omission of où at 
p. 164, 1. 5; the omission of ёё at p. 168,1. 10; xópov for xópov, ibid. 1. 18; dAAo 
for GAAos at р. 186,1. 13. Although V’s text of the florilegia seems to have been 
corrected against outside sources, as we have just seen, there are a number of 
cases where OG give an inferior reading which is not supported by parallel 
florilegia, and which may therefore also be common derivations from the 
Leontian tradition: the mistaken title of Test. 24 (p. 202); the truncated end of 
Test. 43 (p. 222); the incorrect reversal of word-order in the title of Test. 76 
(p. 252); the omission of те and дра at p. 254, Test. 77, Il. 4-5; cuvécer for 
ovvaivécer at p. 258, Test. 83,1. 7; the omission of mepi at p. 262, Test. 87,1. 5. The 
crux of р. 126, 1. 17, where V allows Leontius to call his unidentified enemies 
axpoptAoadgous, while O gives саркоф:Лосброоѕ and С campogilooógovs; 
seems also most easily explained if we take V's reading as согтесі,“ О as a 


^! Contra Impium Grammaticum III, 39 (251, ll. 4-7; tr. 184,11. 33-4). 
^? It may well bea reference to a phrase in Plato, Rep. VI (499 C): rots @кро:$ eis фи”, ософват; 
cp. Lucian, Hermotimus 79: rods dxpous тфу qiAoaogobvrav. 





IV. The Manuscripts 87 


mistaken development from this in (у), and С% as an attempt to make sense of 
(y)’s reading. And there are other common deviations in OG which seem more 
likely to represent attempted improvements than the original text: the omission 
of deorv (which has been added to the scriptural quotation) at p. 142,1. 9; the 
substitution of present for perfect tense at p. 148,1. 2; the omission of xai at 
p. 152, 1.25; the omission of a grammatically odd ein at p. 154,1. 14; Aoyilovrat 
for the more colourful ovAAoyifovra. at p. 158,1. 4; €avrod for aùroð at p. 224, 
Test. 47,1. 12. While it is true that not all of these variants of OG need be regarded 
as errors derived from a common source, they suggest, when taken together, at 
least the strong possibility that such a source did exist. 

In addition, both O and G show signs of independent attempts to improve on 
Leontius’s text. О, especially, tends to present a streamlined version, simplifying 
some of Leontiuss contorted phrases,** changing unusual forms and 
constructions to more normal ones,“ introducing elisions,5* and generally 
producing a smoother but less distinctive kind of prose than that found in the 
other manuscripts.55 O shows numerous variations from the other witnesses in 
word-order, many of them without any obvious explanation,” and its text of 
the florilegia also shows some signs of correction against external sources** 
and of attempts to harmonize Leontius’s testimonia with each other.” G, too, 
seems at times to be simplifying or clarifying the text of Leontius,? at times to 
be expanding it, making it more emphatic,” more elegant,’ or more like 


#3 eg.p. 116,1. 13; p. 118,1 23; p. 134,1, 4 and 1. 8; p. 142,1. 17; p. 148, 1.5; p. 164, 1. 4; p. 174,1. 26 
(where the redundant reAevraíav is omitted); p. 178,1. 2. 

44 eg. p. 164,1.15 (картербу for кратєрду); р. 174,1. 13 (тарадебуиота for дтодєіурата); 
р.414,1 3 («dol for kájoó). О tends to change perfects into presents or aorists: e.g., p. 126, |. 17; 
p. 128,1. 23; p. 148,1. 2; p. 260, Test. 84, 1. 7; p. 282, 1. 21, 1. 26,1. 30; p. 430,1. 11. 

45 e.g. p. 174,1. 15; р. 202, Test. 25,1. 10; p. 204, Test. 25,1. 6; р. 210, Test. 31,1. 2; p. 270,1. 26. 

“6 See the variants at p. 122,1. 8; p. 154,1. 19; р. 164,1. 14 (кєуртутои); p. 174,1. 8; p. 270,1. 17; 
p. 418,1. 1; p. 422,17. 

47 e.g. p. 128,1.7; p. 136,1. 10; p. 142,1. 17 (perhaps altered to produce a better clausula); p. 144, 
1.2; p. 164,1. 26; р. 168,1. 13 (perhaps an attempt to clarify the meaning); p. 196, Test. 16, 1. 6. 

#8 At p.204, Test 26, Title, where O alone numbers the Epistle correctly; at p. 228, Test. 53,1. 17 
(Aven); at p. 242, Test. 68, 1. 6-7 (прдв парддегуца.) and |. 8 (соутєдєішеВа); at p. 250, Test. 73, 
16 (XpioTo0 for Yio?). Os incorrect reading of AABIANON for ZABINON in the title of Test. 
41 (p. 218) may be due to the influence of some other florilegium; cp. Eulogius, Or. 3, who has 
AABINON here. 

#9 Cf the ending in O of CNE, Test. 24 (p. 202) and CA, Test. 11 (p. 398); in the florilegium of 
the CA, O tends to standardize the titles of the excerpts, too, along the pattern set in the florilegium 
of the СМЕ: cf. Test. 11 (р. 396), 13 (р. 398), 15 (p. 400), 17 (ibid.), 22 (р. 404). 

#0 e.g. p. 128,1. 11; p. 162,1. 5 (ко! êv об); p. 168,1. 6 (repetition of eis). 

#1 eg. p. 156,11. 6-7,1. 10; p. 164,1. 12 (adding a biblical phrase); p. 174,1. 25; p. 252, Test. 75,1. 3. 

52 eg.p.146,1.3. 

83 eg. p. 152,1. 3. Cf. also the parallel created in G at p. 158, 1. 15, by changing evópacev to 
Фубцакет, and that at p. 186, Scholion Leontii, |. 13, by changing тду абтду to тайтди. dorépov 
for ¿o+peov at p. 172,1. 13 may be a deliberate attempt to use the more poetic word. 
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Attic Greek. And there is evidence that G, like its fellows, has corrected the 
florilegium of the CNE by means of other sources.” 

We can, therefore, with some confidence express the relationships between 
the main manuscripts by the accompanying stemma. 


manuscripts century 


L 
vi 


(a) 


xiii 
P xiv 


Marc. Gr. 575 


Berol. 
Phil. 80 


Par. Suppl. Gr. 163 xviii 


^! eg.p. 130,124 (едедете); p. 168,1. 1 (Ото for тарӣ to express agency); p. 178,1.29 (тєїсєгє 
for песо); p. 238, Test. 64,1. 23 (ет! roô Yio for ¿zi ҮІ). 

45 At p. 182, Test 4,1. 13, where С alone supplies друуоасвац; at p. 190, Test. 11,1. 12, where СЗ 
addition, púce,ņ is supported by some manuscripts of the original; at p.192, Test. 12,1.3 (cipydLero); 
at p.204, Test. 26,1. 12, where G omits a то with the original; at p. 236, Test. 63, 1.11 (адтдв for aùrò); 
at p. 240, Test. 67,1. 12 (тф for тд); at p. 244, Test. 69, ll. 9-10, where G twice agrees with the original 
against VO; and at p. 260, Test. 84,1. 5 (паратётрарӣои). 
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2. Fragmentary Witnesses 


(a) The Excerpta Leontina: A group of seven manuscripts (here collectively 
labeled A) contains, under the title ато tov Acovriwy, the collection of nine- 
teen short fragments—seventeen of them identifiable in our text of Leontius's 
works—which I have called the “Excerpta Leontina”. The oldest of these is cod. 
Palatinus Graecus 281 (h), formerly in the Vatican and now in Heidelberg; this 
is signed by a scribe called Nikolaos and dated 14 January 1040.5 According to 
the same colophon, the book “was collected from many works (тоутиатоу) 
by Romanos of Seleucia, a secretis [an imperial bureaucrat] and judge"; it con- 
tains five short works attributed (wrongly) to Psellos, excerpts from Philoponuss 
commentary on the De Anima of Aristotle, the Excerpta Leontina, the begin- 
ning of Question 38 of Photiuss Quaestiones ad Amphilochium,"" ten Greek 
theological opuscula of Theodore Abu Qurra, and a summary of some technical 
works on music—all texts likely to have interested a Byzantine intellectual in 
the early Middle Ages. On the face of it, the colophon seems to say that the sec- 
retary Romanos was responsible for assembling the entire collection, though of 
course it is possible that he, too, was drawing on earlier florilegia. Whatever the 
origin of his collection, it is taken over wholly or in part by the other manu- 
scripts of family A, all which depend on (h) either directly or through lost inter- 
mediate copies. These manuscripts are as follows: 


1. Escorial 15 (К.І. 15), ff. 164'-165" (e). Written in a different hand from the 
rest of this eleventh-century manuscript, but in one which also dates from 
shortly after 1050,“ these two tightly packed leaves contain the Excerpta 
Leontina, the extract from Photius, and five of the opuscula of Theodore 
Abu Qurra, all from the collection of Romanos of Seleucia. 

2. Vienna, cod. Philosophicus Graecus 174, ff. 121'-124' (w). Copied in а 
scholarly hand of the second half of the thirteenth century, this manuscript 
apparently contains all of Romanos’ collection except the section оп 
music, as well as a number of logical and mathematical works.” 

3. Vatican, cod. Palatinus Graecus 262, ff. 194°-202' (p). This manuscript 
dates from the second half of the fifteenth century and includes, from 


“© For a description of this manuscript, cf. H. Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Palatini Graeci 
(Rome, 1885), 157-8. 

57 PG 101, 264 D4-269 C9. 

^* р A. Revilla, Catálogo de los códices griegos de la biblioteca de el Escorial, I (Madrid, 1936), 49, 
agrees that the main body of Escorial 15 is in an eleventh-century hand, but sees ff. 164, 1. 27-165” 
as “de una mano posterior" For the contents of ff. 164"-165", cf. Revilla, 63-4. 

59 СЕН. Hunger, Katalog der griechischen Handschriften der österreichischen Nationalbibliothek, 
I (Vienna, 1961), 280-1. Prof. Hunger dates this manuscript to the first half of the fourteenth 
century. 
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Romanus’ collection, the works of Ps.-Psellos, the excerpts from 
Philoponus, the Excerpta Leontina, and the beginning of the excerpt 
from Photius. It appears to be descended from w. 

4. Escorial 252 (Y. I. 13), f£. 159-62 (m),?! and 

5. Vatican, cod. Reginensis Graecus 108, ff. 21'-24' (г), are both copied in 
the same sixteenth-century hand. They contain all of Romanos 
collection except the works of Ps.-Psellos, and are probably removed 
from (h) by at least one intermediate ancestor (ф), now lost. 

6. Paris, cod. Supplément Grec 163, ff. 306-11 (d). At the end of Grabe’s 
copy of O, another eighteenth-century hand has added one of the little 
treatises of Theodore Abu Qurra and the Excerpta Leontina from 
Romanoss collection, with the mysterious marginal note that they are 
derived from “Til. cod. d. 591” I have called this ancestor of the text in 
Suppl. Gr. 163 (t). 


We can, then, make the accompanying stemma for the manuscripts of 
group 4. 


manuscripts century 


h | 
get xi 


p (t) (p) | 
7 x n 


#0 Cf Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Palatini Graeci, 144. 

21 СЕС. de Andrés, Catálogo de los códices griegos de la real biblioteca de el Escoridl, П (Madrid, 
1965), 96-7. 

22 СЕ Н. Stevenson, Codices Manuscripti Graeci Reginae Suecorum et Pii P.P. II (Rome, 1888), 
77-8; Stevenson erroneously dates this manuscript to the fifteenth century. 

23 ff. 305 and 306, margin. 
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Of the nineteen fragments included in the Excerpta Leontina—some of 
them only a few lines long—the last two, as I have mentioned above, are 
paraphrases of passages in Ammonius Hermeiou's commentary on Porphyry 5 
Isagoge. The other seventeen are all taken from Leontiuss works: thirteen 
from the CNE, four from the DTN. Although they include some celebrated 
passages, which would probably appear in any anthology of Leontius, they 
tend to be mainly of an anti-Nestorian color; in some places** a vaguer pro- 
noun has been changed to Neorópios or Necroptavoi to make the polemical 
reference unmistakeable. Each excerpt is usually introduced with оте, and 
the text of Leontius is often treated with a good deal of freedom—so much so 
that it is impossible to discern any clear relationship between group A and 
any one of the main Leontius manuscripts. Except for no. 15, their sequence 
corresponds to that of Leontius’s text. 

The contents of the Excerpta Leontina are as follows: 


p. 132,1. 19-p. 134,1. 20 (où radrov ... dudpopos). 

р. 138, Il. 10-11 (д:ттду... десоретодо). 

p. 140,1. 12-p. 142,1. 3 («еи обу... ooa ros). 

. p. 164,11. 16-19 (аррттоѕ ... úo). 

p. 166,11. 1-23 (oi тэу Evwow ... вот). 

p. 168,1l. 1-9 (&8e ... Yidv). 

. p- 168, Il. 10-12 (pus ... ушошеттв). 

. p. 168,11. 20-1 (тӯѕ де... dA Dera). 

. p. 170,11. 3-25 (ту де... odaia). 

10. p. 172,11. 19-22 (ко! xa0óAov ... Ópáoceiev). 

11. p.176,11. 11-13 (тд катӣ... vépos). 

12. p.178,11.2-5 (2сеВ1)< ... e£aipe0a). 

13. p. 178,11. 16-18 (ойкоби...дудеотукет). 

14. p.442,11. 3-4 (ко! rí de? ... pócecv). 

15. р. 440,11.9-10 (тоайта... Хротой). 

16. p.442,1. 13-р. 444,1. 3 (6 rpórros ... уа). 

17. р.444,1.10-14 (етедтпер... єісауєте). 

18. Ammonius Hermeiou, In Porphyrii Isagogen (ed. A. Busse, Commentaria 
in Aristotelem Graeca IV,3 (Berlin, 1891)), 32,1. 2—33,1. 16; c£. Fragmentum 
Incertum 1, p. 224. 

19. ibid. 21,11. 8-9; cf. Fragmentum Incertum 2, p. 224. 


9 f x to Mon 


№ ON 


(b) Another witness to two short passages of Leontius is cod. Parisinus 
Supplément Grec 8, f.312* (S). This twelfth-century manuscript chiefly contains 


504 above, pp. 53-4. 505 p. 581,1. 1,1. 10; p. 583, L 13. 
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works of the Ps-Dionysius and John Damascene. After Damascene’s De Duabus 
in Christo Voluntatibus, "5 however, it includes a brief text entitled "An Answer 
(¿z(Àuous) against Those Who Say, ‘If «Man» is Two Natures, One Must Say 
That «Christ» Will be Three Natures and as Many Energies; as Severus Said? 
The passage begins with a short historical note on Severus and Julian of 
Halicarnassus, then quotes—without identification—two neighboring passages 
in question 6 of the CNE: p. 158, ll. 11-13 (Svo ... cis) and p. 160,1. 7-p. 162, 
19 (wépy ... écxev). A colophon at the end of the second excerpt (f. 312”) 
identifies the whole passage as the end of Damascene’s B(BÀos Паудєктос; 
Lequien°” and Loofs** have accepted this and assign the passage, including its 
unacknowledged quotations from Leontius, to Damascene’s lost work. 

(c) One other manuscript, cod. Atheniensis 1431, ff. 34°-35' (T), in the 
National Library of Greece, offers a heavily interpolated version of a passage in 
section 8 of the Epilyseis: р. 302, 1. 1-р. 304,1. 3. This twelfth-century manuscript 
contains the text of the De Sectis and includes the passage from Leontius, 
without identification, at the end of Actio 9 of that work. This is followed by 
further reflections and syllogisms on the union of natures in Christ, before De 
Sectis, Actio 10 begins. I have included the readings of T in the appropriate 
place in the apparatus for the sake of completeness, even though they are often 
distant from Leontius’s text. 


3. Secondary Witnesses 


Passages from Leontiuss works are quoted by a handful of later writers, and 
their witness, too, offers some limited help towards establishing the text. These 
secondary sources are as follows: 

(a) The Doctrina Patrum. In addition to five extracts from the De Sectis said 
to Бе ёк rv сҳоћіоу Лєоутіоо, the Doctrina presents a short passage from 
the section on ézrivova in Epil 7 (p. 288, 1. 26-р. 290,1. 10; = Doctr. Patr. 28, 
I: 198, 1. 24-199, 1. 12), and the whole text—in rather altered form?! —of the 
Epaporémata (= Пост. Patr. 24, ЇЇ: 155,1. 11-164, L. 3). Since the latter work 


5% PG 95, 128-85. 57 PG 95, 225 A1-228 СЗ. 58 Leontius von Byzanz, 123. 

°” This manuscript is listed as a Nomocanon by J. and A. I. Sakelliou, KaráAoyos тр 
Хє:роурароу rhs éÜvuetjs ВвЛгодукув THs EAAGSos (Athens, 1892), 256-7. I am very grateful 
to Miss Maryse Waegeman, of the University of Ghent, for calling my attention to this excerpt and 
sending me a transcription of it. 

"^ Mais edition of the Epaporémata, reproduced in Migne, is based on the Vatican manuscript 
(A) of the Doctrina, the celebrated Vat. Gr. 2200; since chap. 9 is missing from the manuscript, Mai 
supplied it from John Damascene, Сїт. Jac. 63 (PG 94, 1468 C12-D2). The other two Doctrina 
manuscripts which contain the Epaporémata—Bodl. Misc. Gr. 184 (C) and Par. gr. 1144 (D)— 
include chap. 9, but give it and chap. 10 in reverse order. These two manuscripts, which appear to 
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appears complete in the Doctrina, 1 have simply cited the three relevant 
manuscripts of the collection along with those of Leontius in the apparatus of 
the Epaporemata. ; . А 

(b) John of Damascus. Aside from the one reference to Aeóvruos 0 Buldvrvos 
we have mentioned before,?! John Damascene never alludes to Leontius by 
name. The Ратаѕсепеѕ Christology, however, shows a considerable similarity 
to that of Leontius, and Loofs argued at some length that John drew ideas and 
even expressions directly from Leontiuss works.™? Most of the "besonders 
auffällige Parallele” Loofs cites? are, as hidden quotations, somewhat debatable. 
The only direct quotation of Leontius by John Damascene seems to be his 
citation, at Пу l'vcecws I, 65 (ed. В. Kotter, PTS 7, 135.84-97; PG 94, 660 
B4- C6), of the same passage from the Epilyseis (p. 288,1. 26-p. 290,1. 10) which 
appears in the Doctrina. Here again, the Damascene gives no hint of his source. 

In addition, a number of passages in John Damascene’s anti-monophysite 
work, the Contra Jacobitas, seem to be paraphrasing passages in Leontius. These 
include a loose parallel to the text from the Epilyseis I have just mentioned, at 
Ctr. Jac.29 (ed. B. Kotter, PTS 22, 120.2-9; PG 94, 1452 A1-11); a parallel to Epil. 
7 (p. 294, ЇЇ. 16-18) at Ctr. Jac. 47 (ed. Kotter, 124; 1457 B2-5); a parallel toa 
sentence from Epap. 6 at Сїт. Jac. 61 (ed. Kotter, 131; 1468 С5-6); a distant 
parallel to Epap. 9 at Ctr. Jac. 63 (ed. Kotter, 131; 1468 C14-D2); a parallel to 
Epap. 15 at Ctr. Jac. 67 (ed. Kotter, 132; 1469 A7-B4); a possible parallel to Epap. 
18 at Ctr. Jac. 68 (ed. Kotter, 132; 1469 C9-11); a close parallel to part of Epap. 
27 at Ctr. Jac. 58 (ed. Kotter, 130; 1468 А7-10); and another close parallel, to 
Epap. 29, at Ctr. Jac. 77 (ed. Kotter, 134; 1473 A1-B5). Except for the second 
parallel to Epil. 7 (р. 294, Il. 16-18), all of these similarities need prove no more 
than that the Damascene was acquainted with the Doctrina Patrum.^^ 

(c) The Patriarch Nicephorus. As І have already pointed ошё, Nicephorus 
seems to be one of the few patristic compilers whose florilegia depend directly 
on those of Leontius. In addition, the Patriarch quotes Leontius himself 
(СМЕ 3; p. 142, 12,11. 7-19) once in the florilegium to his Antirrhetica II (ed. J.B. 
Pitra, Spic. Sol. 1, 348, ll. 12-17). f 

(d) Euthymius Zigabenus. The twelfth-century theological compiler, 
Euthymius Zigabenus, includes Epap. 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 8, 11, 12, 14, 18, 19, 20, 24, 26, 
and 27 in the florilegium attached to Titulus 16 of his Panoplia Dogmatica (PG 
130, 1068 B7-1073 B12). The text Euthymius gives for these passages is closest 


be closely related (cf. Diekamp, xxxvi-xxxviii), also place ће Epap. in section 30 of the florilegium 
rather than section 24. Manuscript B (Vatopedi 507), which tends to abbreviate, omits the work 
altogether. 


5 p.16 and n. 90. 52 Leontius von Byzanz, 122-5. #3 Leontius von Byzanz, 122. 
54 On Damascenes use of the Doctrina, cf. esp. Diekamp, Ixvii-lxix. 
яз Cf p.57. 
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to that of manuscript C of the Doctrina Рагит; as Loofs pointed out, there 
is no reason to think that Euthymius had first-hand knowledge of the Aedvrua. 

(e) Nicetas Choniates. As I have mentioned above,>!8 Nicetas Choniates also 
includes these chapters of the Epaporémata in his revised edition of Euthymius’s 
handbook, and adds chapter 13. The text he gives of that short chapter—as 
represented by one good thirteenth-century manuscript of his work, Thomas 
Roe 22—seems not to depend on the Doctrina, as Euthymius apparently does, 
but it is obviously too brief to allow any conclusions to be drawn. 


V. THE SCHOLIA 


Manuscripts V, O, and G all contain marginal scholia, some of them of consider- 
able importance and interest. Except for comments of a purely exclamatory kind, 
or indications of divisions in the text, I have included all of them in a separate 
section of the apparatus, and have added some simple marginal diagrams found 
in these manuscripts as Appendices I and IL5* The following is a list of these 
scholia, according to different hands which seem to have written them. 


(a) In manuscript V: 

21: These are marginal comments added by a scribe contemporary with the 
scribe of the text, probably the same one who copied the works of Eustathius 
and Justinian that immediately follow (ff. 185-263). Written in brown ink, 
usually in small uncial letters, they are by far the largest group of scholia in V, 
and generally explain difficult passages or obscure references in the text. The 
kind of information they occasionally offer (e.g. identifying the Abba Nonnus?" 
or a text from Evagrius™') and the terminology they use (e.g. referring to the 
"monophysites" as AxépaAor) suggest that some of them, at least, are from 
the sixth century, perhaps even contemporary with Leontius himself. They 
appear at the following places: р. 128, 1. 5; p. 134, Il. 3-5 and Il. 11-13; p. 136, 
1l. 3-4,1. 4 and 1.25; p. 138,1. 1 and Il. 10-12; p. 138,1. 17 and Il. 22-3; p. 144,1. 23, 


"6 СЕ the variants at p. 322, 1.9; p. 326, 1, 11; p. 328, Il. 24-5; and especially two places where 
Euthymius observes deletions marked in C: 98,1. 13 and 104,11. 14-15. Cf. Diekamp, lxxv-lxxvi. 

517 Leontius von Byzanz, 125. 518 p. 54. 

*? pp. 75-6. The diagram given as Appendix П (from O, f. 48") resembles a diagram contained 
in two thirteenth-century manuscripts of the commentaries of Ammonius Hermeiou and John 
Philoponus on Aristotles Categories, in each case illustrative of Cat. 1420. (СЕ A. Busse, 
Commentaria in Aristotelem Graeca IV, 4 (Berlin, 1895), 25, for the diagram in Ammonius; ibid. 
XIII, 1 (Berlin, 1898), 28, for the same diagram in Philoponus.) Considering the similarity of 
Leontius to these two Alexandrian contemporaries in other respects, it is possible that these 
diagrams may go back to the authors themselves. 


9? p. 128, ad 1. 5. 5! 5.142, ad Il. 22-3. 92 p.562, ad Il. 12-14. 
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1.24,1. 25, and l. 26; p. 146,1. 1; p. 148,1. 1 and l. 1-2; p. 154,11. 5-9, Il. 16-17, and 
11. 17-20 (App. D); p. 154,11. 10-11; p. 258, Test. 84,1. 4; p. 300,11. 1-2 and Il. 13-20; 
"302, 11. 1-3; p. 306, ll. 3-6. 

X? Another small hand, also contemporary with the scribe of the text, has 
added a few comments explaining difficult words in the opening pages of the 
CNE. These appear at: p. 116,1. 1 and 1. 5; p. 118, L 7,1. 9,1. 25 and 1. 27; p. 138, 

-19. 
Я E. А later hand has made a few marginal corrections of the text, in a rough, 
black scrawl. These include a proposed change of the word-order at p. 136, 
Il. 14-15,5? донт’ for 8ёёоьт' at p. 138,1. 21, and the substitution of érepov ... 
érepov for érepos ... ётєроѕ at p. 218, Test. 40,11. 3-4. 

2^ A fourth hand, which I have identified as that of Francisco Torres, 
Leontiuss first translator, had made a number of textual corrections and 
conjectures in the margin of V. These include the change of GÀ o? to аАЛор at 
p. 274,1. 21, the suggestion of ei for ў at p. 292,1. 30, the suggestion of xepaiv for 
xepotv at p. 412,1. 5, the proposal of хаси for wuprdor at p. 422,1. 15, the 
correction of éAevÜepoüvros to éAevÜepoOvr. at p. 434,1. 19, the suggestion of 
опейдоутов Юг oreú0ovru at p. 434, 1. 28, the substitution of тд for то at 
p. 436, 1. 18, and probably the suggestion of xpíaeis for púceus at p. 468, 
Test. 7,1. 2. 

25; Finally, a third tenth-century hand has added the explanation of the 
unusual word dpapevparov at p. 436, 1. 21. 


(b) In manuscript O: 

Xt: A tenth-century hand, probably that of the main scribe of the manuscript, 
has added most of the marginalia in O; most of them are either indications of 
subject or exclamations of approval, and I have not included them in the 
apparatus. I have included, however, the diagrams on p. 266 (App. I) and p. 267 
(App. П), and the explanation of 7eda7dv at p. 416,1. 18. 

27: А twelfth-century scholarly hand has added a comment—now partially 
obliterated by the singeing of the margins—at p. 300, Il. 15-16. 

2; At the end of Maximus Confessor's tract пер! ræv 600 той Хротой 
púcewv, which O includes, as a work of Leontius, between the DTN and its 
florilegium (ff. 175-177"), a third hand, possibly of the thirteenth century, has 
added part of 2 Macc. 6.13-14 in the bottom margin. This has no apparent 
connection with the text on the page. 

24; Twice a later hand has written a phrase in a bottom margin which appears 
to be: rÔ ёутціотато eXyeveorár« (p. 356; р. 408). These may both be the 


^ > ^^ ^ 
93 Уз proposes to read: «А фацет Tó парддегуша, dAd mpós Awo тод айтў тў 
€ A 
ойойа.... 
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work of the same writer, or the second may be an attempted imitation of the 
first. They appear to be pen-trials. 


(c) In manuscript G: Apart from one marginal note, which may be copied from 
У, in Тоггеѕѕ hand (р. 142,1]. 22-3), all the scholia in G are in the same difficult 
scholarly hand of the eleventh or twelfth century. Most of them are explanatory 
comments on Leontiuss argument, rather than simply verbal elucidations. 
They appear at p. 144,1]. 23-6; p. 146,11. 1-2, ll. 14-16; p. 148,11. 7-8, 1. 17; p. 148, 
1. 20-p. 150,1. 2; p. 150, Il. 5-7,1. 9; p. 154,11. 15-17 (App. D; p. 158,1. 13; p. 160, 
ll. 12-14; and p. 258, Test. 84, 1. 14. 


VI. EARLIER EDITIONS 


There is no complete modern edition of the Greek text of Leontius. The only 
edition which does exist, presently accessible in the collection of Migne (PG 86, 
1268-1396, 1901-76, and 2004-9), was made by Cardinal Angelo Mai. Prefect 
of the Vatican Library from 1819 until 1833, Mai had rediscovered the Greek 
text of Leontius—until then only known to the scholarly world through the 
published sixteenth-century Latin translation of Francisco Torres (Turrianus)— 
in two of the Colonna manuscripts, newly acquired by the Vatican: Vat. Gr. 
2195—our codex V—and Vat. Gr. 2200, codex A of the Doctrina Patrum, which 
contains Leontiuss Epaporémata. Apparently much excited by his discovery,” 
Mai began publishing the Aedvrva: first, in 1832, the thirty-six extracts from 
Theodore of Mopsuestia in V's text of the DTN, along with Leontius’s 
introductory and concluding comments; then, in 1833, the Epaporémata (in 
the Doctrina-version), along with other excerpts from Vat. Gr. 2200;26 and 
finally the rest of Leontius’s works, from V, eleven years later." But Mai omitted 
all of Leontiuss florilegia from his editions, except for those texts which had 
never been published before; he confused both the order and the titles of the 


24 Mais estimate of Leontius as “in theologica scientia aevo suo facile princeps" (Spicilegium 
Romanum X' (Rome, 1844), v), has often been used as a lemma for beginning a critical discussion of 
Leontiuss works. Mai considered the Greek text of Leontius to be "elegans oppido et purus" (ibid. 
vi)—an opinion that might not be shared by all of Leontiuss struggling readers—and observed, 
perhaps more justifiably, that the publication of the works in their original language would increase 
the accessible resources of theological Greek "non mediocri locutionum atque idiotismorum 
numero’ (ibid., Pt.2, 151, n.) Asa result, Mai confessed, he gave himself to editing the bulk ofthe text 
of Leontius for the 1844 edition, "non sine meo labore nisuque per aestivos Romani caeli calores" 
(ibid.). Perhaps we may attribute the deficiencies of his text to the heat of that Roman summer. 

95 Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio, VI (Rome, 1832), 299-312 (= p. 448,1. 13- p. 494,1. 2). 

95 Scriptorum Veterum Nova Collectio, VII (Rome, 1833), 40b—-45b. 

57 Spic. Rom. X?, 1-151. 
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works, and his text is marred by errors and by omissions of sometimes a line 
or more of the manuscripts text —defects which were only amplified when his 
edition was later reprinted in the Patrologia Graeca. I have not included the 
variants of Mai's edition in the present apparatus unless it is clear that he was 
offering them intentionally as emendations. 

The only other published text of Leontius until now, aside from occasional 
extracts from the florilegia,"? has been Torress Latin translation. This was first 
published in Heinrich Canisiuss Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 1 (Ingolstadt, 
1603).5? Born in Spain about 1509, Francisco Torres came to Rome in 1540— 
after finishing his studies at the University of Alcalá—and became a member of 
the household of Cardinal Giovanni Salviati, where he stayed until Salviati's 
death in 1553. At some time during those years Torres was ordained a priest, 
but he seems to have devoted himself primarily to scholarship, and published 
his first theological work in 1549. Torres soon became part of the learned 
Roman world at the center of the Counter Reformation, and won the friendship 
of two distinguished humanists and future cardinals: Girolamo Seripando, the 
general of the Augustinians, and Guglielmo Sirleto, later librarian of the Vatican 
(1572-85). After Salviati's death in 1553, Torres lectured on the Scriptures at 
the Sapienza for a year (1555), was appointed by Pope Paul IV to his reform 
commission, along with Sirleto, in 1556, and joined the household of Seripando 
(now cardinal archbishop of Salerno) in 1561. He was present at the Council of 
Trent as papal theologian from 1561 to 1563. A first-rate Hellenist himself, 


95 Cf. above, p.28, n. 155. 

59 The Greek text of the three fragments of Paul of Samosata in the florilegium of the DTN 
(Test. 43-5: pp. 504—6), for instance, were first published by J. W. Feuerlein in his Dissertatio de 
haeresi Pauli Samosateni (Gottingen, 1741), 10-11, from а copy of the passages in P (ibid. 8). J. G. 
Ehrlich, in another Dissertatio de erroribus Pauli Samosateni (Leipzig, 1745), 22-4, first published 
Leontiuss excerpts from the synodal letter condeming Paul (DTN, Test. 47-54: pp. 508-12), 
apparently basing his text on his copy of O. And the Oxford scholar M. J. Routh, who seems not to 
have known of Ehrlichs work, republished all the fragments concerning Paul from O some 
seventy years later, and added Test. 55 (p. 512) as well (Reliquiae Sacrae IT, 1 (Oxford, 1814), 475-6, 
484-6, 496-7, 510-15). H. В. Swete apparently used (and freely emended) Mais edition of the 
fragments of Theodore in Ше DTN, when he published the fragments of Theodore’s dogmatic 
works as an appendix to his edition of Theodores Pauline commentaries (Theodori Episcopi 
Mopsuesteni in Epistolas B. Pauli Commentarii, II (Cambridge, 1888), Appendix A, pp. 289-322). 
And Hans Lietzmann made full use of the AFA—as well as of the epistle of Ps.-Julius contained in 
O—in publishing the fragments of Apollinarius (Apollinarius von Laodicea, esp. 103-8). For other 
published versions of individual extracts in Leontiuss florilegia, see the apparatus. 

5? This translation was reprinted by Margarin de la Bigne in the Bibliothecae veterum Patrum 
et auctorum ecclesiasticorum, Tomus II (Paris, 1610; Cologne, 1618), and again by Andreas 
Gallandius in the Bibliotheca veterum Patrum antiquiorumque scriptorum ecclesiasticorum 
(Venice, 1788). An enlarged edition of Canisiuss whole collection, including Torress Leontius, 
was published at Antwerp, beginning in 1725, by Jacques Basnage, with the title Thesaurus 
Monumentorum Ecclesiasticorum et Historicorum. This seems to have been the most accessible 
edition of Тоггезз translation until Migne republished it, along with Mais edition of the Greek 
text. For page references, cf. pp. 98-9, nn. 535-7. 
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Torres was always keenly interested in Greek patristic literature, and devoted а 
great deal of his considerable energy to finding and studying original patristic 
texts.» His letters, for instance, show him in southern Italy in 1559 and 1561, 
hunting for manuscripts in Greek monasteries there, and his edition—the first 
complete one—of the Apostolic Constitutions was published in Vienna in 1563. 
In 1567, at the age of almost 60, Torres entered the Society of Jesus, bringing 
with him a redoubtable library of books and manuscripts, which now became 
the property of the Roman College.5? He continued his research and publishing, 
as a Jesuit, until his death in 1584.5? 

One of Torress main patristic interests seems to have been the careful 
translation into Latin of Greek polemical works of every kind—first of all, 
presumably, as models for himself and his associates in composing their own 
tracts against contemporary heresy and schism. The whole corpus of these 
translations was referred to by later writers—and perhaps by Torres himself— 
as his Hoplotheca or “агтогу; >“ and may have been conceived originally as a 
single, wide-ranging project to recover early controversial theology. Although 
the works of some twenty-five authors were eventually published in Torres's 
translation, none of them appeared in print until well after his death. Most of 
them, including his translation of Leontius, were first printed in the last three 
volumes of Heinrich Canisius’s Antiquae Lectiones, in 1603-4. In the dedicatory 
epistle to volume IV of his collection, Canisius thanks the Jesuit librarian 
Possevino for giving him, in Venice, Torres’s translation of Leontiuss works, 


?' H. Hópfl writes, "Das Aufsuchen griechischer Vaterhandschriften hatte Franc. Torres 
(Turrianus) zu seiner Lebensaufgabe gemacht ...” (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Sixto- 
Klementinischen Vulgata [= Biblische Studien, 18, 1-3: Freiburg, 1913]. 52, n. 2). 

° This is first attested by Antonio Possevino, librarian of the Society of Jesus and secretary to 
Fr General Everard Mercurian, at the end of his Apparatus Sacer III (Venice, 1606): Appendix, 
р. 29. For a study of some of these manuscripts formerly belonging to Torres, cf. O. Kresten, 
"Zu griechischen Handschriften des Francisco Torres, S.J.” Rómische historische Mitteilungen 
12 (1970), 179-96. 

5? For the data of Torres life, cf. esp. C. Gutierrez, Españoles en Trento (Valladolid, 1951), 
446-73; for his publications, cf. C. Sommervogel, Bibliothéque de la Compagnie de Jésus VIII 
(Brussels and Paris, 1898), 113-26. 

5 Gabriel Vázquez, SJ (1549-1604), for instance, refers to two passages in the Contra Acephalos 
of John Maxentius, "quem noster Franciscus Turrianus latinum fecit in sua Hoplotheca, nondum 
edita" (Comm. In Tertiam Partem S. Thomae I, 16, 4, no. 24 (Alcalá, 1609), 211). Giovanni Battista 
Bandini di Castello (1551-1628), scholar and correttore at the Vatican, prepared a full list of the 
works translated by Torres, under the title "Auctores et opera quae continentur in Oplotheca P. 
Francisci Turriani"; this list now is in the Vatican Library, cod. Reg. Lat. 1598, ff. 65—72. Cf. G. 
Mercati Note per la storia di alcune biblioteche Romane nei secoli XVI-XIX (= ST 164: Rome, 1952), 
18-19. A reference to “la stampa della Panoplia di padres (sic) Torres” in the diary of Cardinal 
Giulio Antonio Santorio (1532-1602) suggests—if it is, as Mercati thinks, a reference to the 
Hoplotheca—that Pope Gregory XIII, Torres’s friend and patron, was discussing the publication of 
the leaned Spaniard’s translations as early as 1584, the year of Torres’s death: cf. G. Mercati, “Del 
diario del cardinale di Santa Severina; in Opere Minore П (= ST 77: Rome, 1937), 499 and n. 3. 
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«пес Graece nec Latine umquam visa” Later, in a note added at the end of the 
text, Canisius reveals that the manuscript Possevino gave him was "badly 
damaged, I know not where, by water, bookworms, and grubs”; presumably it 
had lain uncared-for in some Roman storeroom until Possevino took the 
initiative to have it published, and gave it to Canisius. Canisius published the 
translation, followed by Torress own marginal notes,” іп 1603, probably after 
asking Jakob Gretser, another Jesuit humanist and a professor at Ingolstadt, to 
read the manuscript through and make the necessary corrections.” 

For centuries after Тоггезз translation appeared, it was generally assumed that 
he had based it on a lost Greek manuscript which he himself had owned, and 
which he had given to the Roman College when he became a Jesuit." This 
confusion undoubtedly stems from Possevino, who published a list of the works 
in Torress Hoplotheca—including the translation of Leontius—under the 
heading, "Libri Graecae (sic) manuscripti quos Franciscus Turrianus theologus 
Societatis Jesu antequam Societati nomen dedisset hinc inde, praesertim e 
magna Graecia conquisiverat, et in eandem Societatem Romae illatos, plures 
Latinitati donavit, qui extant in tribus postremis tomis Antiq. lect. Henrici 
Canisii" Certainly Torres had owned Greek manuscripts, but there is no 
evidence—beyond Possevinos list of the contents of the Hoplotheca—that a 
copy of Leontius was among them. If he did possess one, it was probably a copy 
of V or G, since a comparison of his translation with the Greek of these 
manuscripts, as well as the marginalia in his hand in both of them, shows beyond 
question that he used them in making his translation. Presumably he had come 
to know V, which was part of Salviati's library, while he was a member of the 
cardinal's household; he may even have made the draft of his translation at that 
time. G, from which he translated Titus of Bostra, Serapion of Thmuis, and 
Zachary of Mytilene,*“! may have been drawn to his attention by his friend 
Sirleto, who knew the Genoa library; or Torres may have visited Genoa himself 


35 Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 2-3. 

36 Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 163. 

57 Antiquae Lectiones, Tomus IV, 165-71. | 

** Hugo Roth, another Ingolstadt Jesuit, who compiled a list of Gretser's writings, includes a 
translation of Leontius of Byzantium under the year 1603, which, Roth says, is not listed elsewhere 
among his works. Presumably Roth is mistaken; what Gretser apparently did in 1603 was simply 
prepare Torress damaged manuscript for publication. Cf. Sommervogel, III, 1770. | 

29 So, for example, Basnage, at the end of his introduction to the translation of Leontius 
(Canisius-Basnage I, 534); Loofs, Leontius von Byzanz, 11-12; V. Grumel, “Léonce de Byzance, 
401. Loofs was convinced that variations in text and sequence of works in the printed editions 
proved “zweifellos die Verschiedenheit der Handschriften des Turrianus und des Cardinals Mai” 
(p.12). 

E Apparatus Sacer Ш: Appendix, 29; his list of the Hoplotheca is on pp. 29-33. | 

#1 бее above, р. 81 and n. 461. Оп Torress dependence on G for the translations of Titus and 

Serapion, see also R. P. Casey, “The Text of Titus and Serapion” HTR 21 (1928), 98-100. 
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during his northern travels. In any case, the existence of a separate “Codex 
Turrianus,’ textually distinct from V ог G, seems to be a myth and nothing more. 

The version of Torres, then, cannot be regarded as an independent witness to 
the text of Leontius. Nevertheless, it is often а more reliable witness than Mai's 
edition and its reproduction in Migne, and has great value as a careful translation 
by a scholar who knew both his theology and his Greek very well. I have referred 
to it constantly in forming my own text of Leontius, and have noted in the 
apparatus its variations from the manuscripts, whenever these seem to be 
attempts at improving on their readings. 


VII. THIS EDITION 


It remains only to say a few words about this edition. Although I have punctuated 
the text generously, and in an unashamedly Western way, I have tried to preserve 
the wording of the manuscripts whenever it is intelligible, even if it could be 
emended easily to give grammatically or stylistically better Greek. Although in 
a number of places I have found it necessary to add (in angled brackets) or to 
delete (in squared brackets) a word or a phrase in order to make sense of a 
passage, I have only rarely had to correct the Greek of manuscripts to a form 
not offered by at least one of them. Leontius is a subtle and highly intelligent 
writer; even if his language is not always as “utterly elegant and pure” as Mai 
deemed it to be, it is usually correct according to the standards of sixth-century 


academic Greek. Most of the anomalies and peculiarities his writings contain?? ` 


?? These include, perhaps most strikingly, a certain looseness in the use and sequence of moods, 
and a tendency to use the particle dv to suggest potentiality, without regard for the mood of the 
accompanying verb. So we find Leontius using the optative (with ду) in the protasis, the future or 
present indicative in the apodosis of a general condition (p. 166,1. 17; p. 278,1. 30-р. 280, 1. 2); using 
the subjunctive third plural, in parallel with a third plural imperative, to express an affirmative 
command (p. 158,11. 27-8); using an optative (without ду) in parallel with an indicative, to express 
a general tendency (p. 386,1. 7); or using the indicative after iva (р. 432, Il. 30-1 [VP]). As for дъ, 
Leontius uses it with the perfect indicative (p. 308, 1. 32-p. 310,1. 1) or, more frequently, with the 
future indicative (p. 166, Il. 14-15; p. 278, 1. 28; cf. p. 142, 1. 17 [VO])—especially in dubitative 
questions (p. 130,1. 25; p. 378,1. 23; p. 380, Il. 4-5). At least once he omits ду in the apodosis of a 
present contrary-to-fact condition (p. 338,1. 18). A number of these peculiarities can be found in 
the writings of contemporaries such as Zachary of Mytilene (Ammonius (ed. M. Minnitti Colonna: 
Naples, 1975)), ll. 1024-5 and note, p. 217 [indic. after tva]; Il. 375-6, 1021-2, and 1081-2, with 
notes, pp. 205-8 [use of &v]; Aeneas of Gaza (Theophrastes (ed. M. E. Colonna: Naples, 1958), 33, Il. 
5-6; 44, Il. 11-12; Ep. 16 (ed. L. Massa Positano: Naples, 1961), 47, 1l. 15-16); and John Philoponus 
(De aeter. mundi 18.2 (ed. H. Rabe: Leipzig, 1899), 615,11. 11-12). W. Schmid considers them to be 
"Vulgarismen" typical of late, atticizing Greek (Der Atticismus, IV (Stuttgart, 1887), 619-21). 

Other linguistic oddities in Leontius include his use of идЛота where one would expect 
|. GÀÀov (p. 340,1. 32; but сЕ Euripides Iph. Aul. 1594; Apoll. Rhod., Arg. Ш, 91); his use of a dative 
of source with éw, need (p. 434, 1. 27); his use of a dative of agent with participles (p. 448,1. 25; 
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seem to be fairly normal for the period, and to remove them by emendation 
would be to destroy precious evidence for this stage of the Greek languages 
development. 

The principal manuscripts, too, have proved surprisingly reliable mirrors of a 
language which is both complicated in itself and which comes from an earlier age 
than their own. For reasons which I have explained above, I consider P to 
represent an earlier stage in the tradition of the text of the DTN than V or O, and 
V to preserve the most "primitive" version, linguistically speaking, of the other 
works. While I have tried to judge each variant on its own merits, I have also let 
myself be guided by these two general observations, especially in the Epil., Epap., 
and CA, where our only Leontian manuscript witnesses are V and O. 

The only surprising element in the format of this edition may be the symbols I 
have used to distinguish the speakers in the dialogue of the CA. These are 
Leontiuss own symbols—the cross for the orthodox speaker, the asterisk or star 
for the "Apthartodocetist"—as he explains in the Foreword to the collected 
edition (2,1. 25—3,1. 2); they appear in both manuscripts which contain this work. 

Where sections of the text are numbered in the manuscripts (i.e. in the CNE, 
the Epap.,and the DTN), I have marked the same divisions with Greek numerals. 
In the florilegia, however (where the manuscripts disagree in their numbering), 
and in the Epilyseis (where numbering of sections seems appropriate but is not 
given in the manuscripts) I have added Arabic numbers. 

In the arrangement of the works I have followed the order of the manuscripts, 
even though this means allowing the Epilyseis and the Epaporémata to remain 
between books I and П of the“collected edition.’ Presumably this arrangement— 
in which these two anti-monophysite works are appended to the CNE, without 
being counted separate parts of the collected edition—was part either of the 
conscious design of Leontius, or that of his earliest editors. 

As for the apparatus, I have divided it into four sections (although there only 
a few pages on which all four actually appear together). When the manuscripts 
contain scholia, I have put them uppermost; below them I have identified direct 
biblical, classical, and patristic references in the text, wherever possible; next, 
I have listed witnesses to the text other than Leontian manuscripts, including, 
for the florilegia, both the original texts of the passages and places where the 
same extracts appear in other florilegia; the bottom section contains the textual 
variants from all sources. 


p.450 1.5 and 1.17); and his use of an apparent double accusative after dp7dlw (p. 412, ll. 16-17). 
‘The last two of these peculiarities occur in the DTN, where we also find an unusual number of epic 
or poetic forms (eg., +ñÀe: p. 422, L 7; а0Аоѕ: p. 424,1. 13 [V]; кокого: p. 428, 1. 28 [perhaps in a 
proverb or quotation]; «таг: р. 434,1. 22 [VO]; атар д3: p. 446,1. 4). Perhaps the rhetorical 
excitement of this work, in the context of its time, is the reason for these apparent attempts at 
literary sophistication. 
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In the section of the apparatus which lists other textual witnesses,if there are 
a number of parallels to one of Leontius’s extracts in other florilegia, I have 
arranged them in the following order: first, extracts with exactly the same 
incipit and explicit as those of Leontius; then extracts beginning before 
Leontiuss incipit, but with the same explicit (to which I have also given the 
symbol 7); then extracts with the same incipit as the text in Leontius, but ending 
later (with the symbol 1); then extracts begining before Leontius' incipit and 
ending after his explicit (with the symbol 1); then extracts beginning before 
Leontiuss incipit and ending before his explicit ( with the symbol +); then 
extracts beginning after his incipit and ending after his explicit (with the symbol 
+); and finally, extracts beginning after Leontius' incipit and ending before 
his explicit, arranged according to the point at which they begin and then 
according to their relative length. Within these classes, I have arranged the 
references in chronological order. A key to the abbreviations used in this part of 
the apparatus is given below. In the lowermost, textual section of the apparatus 
I have given the variants in the four major manuscripts of Leontius very fully, 
omitting only etacisms, variations between ovrws and ойто), and the use or 
omission of the movable -v. I have selected only important variants in the other 
textual witnesses. When citing variants in works which now exist only in an 
ancient translation, I have given the relevant Greek word, without further 
explanation, whenever it is clear what that was; otherwise I have given the 
variant in Latin or Syriac. 
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дкуоу ёуєтоѓє: TH Siavoia uov mpós TÒ пєдоарҳӯсох TH еттушот: THs 
дудтив. Obs yap ил) mémeuce TA uerà TOGAUTYS xápvros Kal copias Өєод, 
éri Ôe ко! т?в катӣ THY ёёо ф:Лософіоу дкрдтутов ка! тв GAAns maiðeias 
ёктєдёрта ovvráypara, ms av 6 Dpax)s oros ка! amo pukpás 
профервиетов Quavo(as kai yAd Ts пєісєієу Adyos; 

“Opus (od yàp rois Kex<parmuévots éyxeietv, THS де TOV byuauvóvrev 
дофайв ав TovjoacÜau mpóvouav  émvreráyao)) педархе” | quM 
простбуџраті viv, ei ка! ил) mrpórepov, éyvojuev. Kal трєї Tovs rrávras 
Aóyovs avverá£aj.ev. Фу ó uév прфтов THs àvriÜérov Kat [Bl pevdwvipov 
ууфавов Nearopíov тє kal Ебтухо0в èv тадтф tas дудупофордв kai Tas 
bmomavrijoew кефаЛалсдФв тєрє, 
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pevout men, eagerly longing for divine teaching, and approving of the public 
disputations which we have frequently held, have urged us to give them some 
sort of written copies of the questions and solutions we have often proposed 
orally: because they can provide them with what someone once called “a remedy 
against forgetfulness,’ “a hidden spark for the memory,’ an exercise against 
time, by which all things are hidden. But we have often put it off, because we 
were burdened with work and for many other reasons, but especially for two: 
first, because we do not have sufficient practise in writing, since we never had 
any worldly education; and also because we have not yet received the spiritual 
instruction which God's grace supplies to the pure of heart—for I am not 
ashamed to have some little knowledge of myself, when those who are now 
considered wise are completely ignorant of themselves—and secondly, their 
foolish arrogance towards the ancient labors of the holy Fathers makes my 
mind very hesitant to obey this command of love. For if writings set forth with 
so much of God's grace and wisdom, and with so much excellence in worldly 
philosophy and other kinds of learning, have failed to persuade them, how may 
this brief work do so, produced by little intelligence or eloquence? 
Nevertheless, we have decided to obey this friendly command now, even if 
we did not do so before (for they did not tell us to lay hands on the strong or to 
have a care for the safety of the healthy). We have composed three books in all. 
The first of them contains, in summary form, replies to and refutations of the 
contradictory pseudo-insights of Nestorius and Eutyches, in one essay; 
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сХедду ти в» dAlyos Tas пдоав айдтфу mepixreiwv émamopijaei- еп) 
кефаЛа(от де rov айтду пепотедо, Абуот, екдатои SnAad} кефоЛо(ор 
тд 0тд TO дотд дуафересдал доудието. ovwmepiéxovros. Н 8ё érvypagy) 
трдв TOV бтокефиетот axorróv Katpiws тебєта “ris катӣ THY Üeórnra 
ToU Хрютой ка! дудротбтуто, évavrías Soxjoews Neoropíov те ка} 
Едтоҳодѕ ёАєудо$ ка! йуатротђ’—ётє:1) ó нё» т) дебтута. Soxhoen, 
б де rjv аудротбттта, кота. тд айтоф бокой», per’ eÜmperrovray 
óvouárcov Soyparilovaw. 

О де дейтеров прдв тойв ёк тду ýuerépwv mpooÜeuévovs Tfj 
kareqÜapuévn évvoía тду Ифдартодокутду åmorelverar roórovs yàp 
Ска: идМота, дикайов dv т< éAéy£eiev, Siapopav émorapévous kai 
idudrnras kai évepyeías той évós ка! uóvov Kupiov, «той Өєод kai 
ват?ров Hudv Inoot Хратоб». Tods yàpmpós ras фбавв бутіотатодото 
kai TÓ дийфоро айтфу dpvovpevous perà ту Evwowy, lBiórgrás те Kal 
ёуєруєіаѕ Tas év adrais а060џоѕ стухеоутаз, ob ид дот yeÀ@uev Tis 
аталдєосіос 1) октегроце тӯѕ doeBelas, тєрї той трбпои Šuamopoüvras 
ту итде биойдоуоцретат айто?в илде калт” афтойв бтокєциёуау ффоєоәу- 
Отодеодал yap eer прфтоу abrovs тђу фйаши тӯѕ дєбтттоѕ roô Хриато?, 
Kal ту фбош тв кат адтду дудропбтитов elvai те ка! puÀd+rreoÜo, 
шета THY EVWOLY, kal OUTW пер! THS трд GAANAa rovrov oyéoews Kal тоб 
трдтои тв Отрбешв подупрауиоуеб». [D]4iaAoywc 86 характйри 
дисхтийтиотац обтов ó Aóyos, ойде, ùs оўшал, rdv ХАоситєЛобутоу те Kal 
ópdvrow eis HV тод прокецибои Lirnow Karadumadv. Qs ду дё uù 
суухедей) rà прбашта, тб ёу той д:0торобутоѕ mpdawmov ёотєріско, 
то де той Tas Айоє émáyovros TH aravpocibet kareanuqvápe0a тйтто. 
Kai тобто де ойк dAdyws пепрахоцет, GAN йттёрь uev тт» диидрди Kal 
дтрдуотоу éketvov ухдаи Отру: беда, ròv де тв аЛудебав бпастотту 
TQ Tporaiw тод стауро?д KabwrAicaperv. 
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it includes, under a few headings, practically all their objections. We have 
arranged this book in chapters, with each chapter including whatever can be 
referred to it. The title is adapted to the aim of what follows: An Examination 
and Refutation of the Opposed Fantasies of Nestorius and Eutyches on the 
Divinity of Christ—since the one puts forth fanciful theories in fine-sounding 
words, according to his good pleasure, on the divinity [of Christ], the other on 
his humanity. 

The second book is directed against those of our own party who adhere to 
the corrupt opinions of the Aphthartodocetists [= "Incorruptibilists"]. For one 
can reproach them with special justice, since they recognize the distinction and 
the properties and energies of the one, single Lord and God, our Savior Jesus 
Christ. For as far as those who resist the distinction of natures are concerned, 
who deny any difference between them after the union and confuse the 
properties and energies in them in an improper way, we laugh at their ignorance, 
just as much as we pity their irreverence in worrying about the manner [of 
being] in natures which they do not admit to, or believe exist. They ought first 
to concede that the nature of Christ's divinity and the nature of his humanity 
exist and are preserved after the union, and then busy themselves with their 
relationship to one another and with the manner of their existence. This book 
is arranged in dialogue form, and omits, I think, nothing which would be a 
profitable contribution to the investigation of the subject. And so that the 
characters might not be confused, we have marked the character of the 
questioner with a star, and that of the one who provides the answers with a 
cross. We have not done this arbitrarily, but with the star we are hinting at the 
faint, unclarified knowledge of the one, and we have armed the other, the 
warrior of truth, with the trophy of the cross. 
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3 / 5 M е е , « ` 4 > € ^ Ра 

Епгуеуроттал оду ко! обтоз ó Ауоѕ:“Прдѕ тобв é£ При rpooÜ0euévovs 
Tfj катєрдарџёрт yvóuy тду Афдартодокттду д:аЛоуоѕ”. 

[1272 А] ‘O 8 трітоѕ Kai reAevratos THY àvagopàv exer кота TÀv 
bmokpiwopévov тту ueyáAqv kai oikovpevikiv сбуодот тту év ХаАктдби, 
ко! rà №єоторіоо mpeoflevóvrwv. Обто: yàp, Фатер ди Ае: Kai ої Aovrrol 
тфу оїрёсєоу бето Tás те Ücías ypapas kai ras Tponynoapevas ayias 
cvvóOovs просієсдал докобош, od фрогобитев ие” кат’ avras, 
прокдЛоциа. де THs адтду doeBeias TavTas погойиетон, pos é£amárqy 

^ e , T 5 СА ` ` + ç > F 
тду атћоостёроу-—–оїоу AmoMvápis ен Kai Maxeddvios т?ру èv Nixaia, 
Neorópios дє прдв тойту ка! тту èv KovoravrwovnóAe, Едтох?в де 

` ^ x ` ` 3. + , t ^ ` Kal A > + 
mpos rats дААалз Kal тт êv Ефеосо--обто) 01) kai ofroi тту év Хайкудби 
ауѓіар úrokpívovraı atvodov, дра pev THY éavràv doéBeuw 
guykoaÀúmTovres TH а отьот(а ту просото»у, dua де сфіси [B]aùroîs 
проодотогобутев TH ката THS aÀmÜe(as éyxe(pTmouv. "Оу тту rravovpy(ay 
perà THS cvpmemAeypévis doeBeí(as дуокоА дан Воойбиеуов, ет: то?с 
трдтоюѕ ойтфу Ths doeBeias патераз TOV Seyxov perqy&yopev, Tas 
арҳӣѕ айтфу ка та5 птуаз тўс двебтттов | eis тд eupaves &yovres, буто) 
те кадатоё abtas йтофрӣттє ка! trs адёоо popâs дуакбптеш 
стоидафоутев TO ATA Ауу THs aÀm0eías. Taúrn yap ка! то Àoumóv 
е 5 i 3 , > yX« 7 1 it ? M р / 
peña tis docBeias бролобтсєтол, степ) ovvdiapbeipecbar mrépuke 
rais ёруої$ тфу кокфу Kal rà ёк rovrov атотёћёсџата. Tov де Aóyov 
Tov emi тфу Аууу els kepáAaua KaTadieiAaper, дрдидт айто?в ет! той 
иветотои парагурдфоттев id TO eóëuuymuóveuTov: émvyéyposrraa де ó Àóyos 
obrcs- “Ths алторрђтоо kai арҳоє:дєстєраѕ THv Neoropiavav асєВєіаѕ, 
Kal Tov TavTys патерот, орӣ kai дріоџВоѕ” 
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This book, then, is entitled: А Dialogue against Those of our own Party who 
Adhere to the Corrupt Doctrine of the Aphthartodocetists. 

The third and last book contains the refutation of those who pretend 
allegiance to the great ecumenical Council of Chalcedon, even though they 
stand for the doctrines of Nestorius. For they, like doubtless the rest of the 
devotees of heresy, seem to accept the holy Scriptures and the previous holy 
Synods, but they do not follow them in their hearts, and make them a veil for 
their own impiety, to deceive the simple—as Apollinarius and Macedonius 
professed to follow Nicaea, Nestorius both it and that of Constantinople, 
Eutyches both of them as well as that of Ephesus. So these [heretics], too, profess 
allegiance to the holy Synod of Chalcedon, at the same time concealing their 
impiety with a trustworthy appearance, and preparing their own attack on the 
truth. Wishing to reveal their villainy, and the impiety interwoven with it, we 
have turned our accusations against the original ancestors of their impiety, to 
bring into the open the sources and springs of their godlessness, hoping by one 
simple argument of truth to cut them off and to push them back from their 
lifeline. For in this way the remaining stream of impiety will disappear, since 
when the sources of evil are destroyed, what is produced from them is usually 
destroyed, as well. We have divided this book of refutations into chapters, 
putting a number at the start of each to make them easier to remember. This 
book is entitled: An Unmasking and a Triumph over the Secret and More 
Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, and of that Heresy’s Fathers. 
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[C] ПаракаЛобиевудетобв evrevEopevous THSETH eT piw ovvraypare 
ovyyvopny huty vée év ols те ил) KaLpiws тойв évavTious ВеВАђкаџе», 
ко! €L TL той Oéovros додеубатероу mponywricpevor THs GAnOetas 
gaveinuev. Ths pev yap дФ аз tev mpayuárov dpoiws mavTes 
dToAevrópeÜa- то бе (ПАЖ THs edoeBeias, GAAos GAÀov Ovevqvóxapev. 
Ката де тт oikeíav протараскєођу Екастов бтЛоудт: Kal TO ётро> 
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We ask those who read this humble treatise to pardon us if we have not 
wounded our enemies mortally,or if we seem to have fought for the truth more 
weakly than was fitting. 

Compared with the dignity of the subject, all of us alike are deficient; we 
differ from one another only in the zeal of our piety. Everyone, too, of course, 
receives a measure of grace proportionate to his ówn preparedness for it. And 
this I urge lovingly on the reader: that if anything should seem to him to have 
been said by us unclearly, either because of the depth of the issue or because of 
the ambiguous meaning and character of certain expressions, he should not 
criticize it at first sight. For if he applies his mind twice or more to what we have 
said, he will find that the meaning of our expressions becomes clearer. The 
discovery of the truth is a sufficient reward for the labor of seeking it. We have 
added to each of our essays passages which support what we ourselves have 
written, for we hope to confirm the truth of what we have said also by the 
testimony of the past. 
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[1273 A] Tov пер! бтостӣсєаҳ kai одсіаѕ Aóyov, Туоту просотоо Kai 
ptoews (тайтду yàp dupe kai пер! тайтди ékárepa), ovykexupévov Kal 
Grpdvwrov тарӣ. rois vOv бута cogoís, rpav&caí те kai дьасафтоал 
пройдбеитт, &ÀÀo. те Tiva кеф Лола. тв ákoAovÜ(as ехбието, THS parus 
(утбавов ет баподал, деой cuveparropevov Тит kai тд дайеуев ту 
Aoytopav бпере(воутов bia. тфу Óp.erépcov edyar- als коі Ünppó, eis ту 
тобде той Adyou каб ка épavróv é£éracw. Одк дугообще де ws of viv 
иё eravacravres, Kal lav Ехортев THY mpós те TO каЛду kai то®$ 
детуброив йудраѕ évavtiwow, Фопер ёкєіуооиѕ, офто 91) Kal Huds Tods 
т» pabnow abrav élnAwKdras ка! mpoioxouévous дваттбопав, кої 
тцифутев Huds тайти Адас: TH Kowvwvia [B] fs туша. Oi yàp айто! 
тб те дєѓа паі Ќоус: kai Tots ÜcoAóyovs bBpilover Kai тї péya, е! Kal 
Huds тод pundev dvras éfovÜevoüciv; "Qv тодто pdvov àfióv ст: 
доуие ен, Ore máons uev дрет?в тв Е” ёруоіѕ orrovdaiws дриедоботи, 
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“Axpopidoadgous” avrovs Tis TOV дотегот ра ҳаріёутоѕ Фубракєу. 
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дудрду @0Ађиас: трд dvdpelav ws rà иМота. парадтуводол, Kat 
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dÜAovs pwvvipeda. Etev 57 обу TH торотбто Aóyq, “orep waxaipa 
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дутитардтобио ÕLATÉUVOVTES, 
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1 have proposed to clarify and explain the concepts of hypostasis and essence, 
or of person and nature (for both [pairs] are the same, and each refers to the 
same thing), since they are confused and unclear in the minds of those who are 
now considered wise; and I shall explain some other matters connected with 
this first investigation, if God joins in our enterprise and overlooks, through 
your prayers, the weakness of our ‘arguments, It is those prayers which gave me 
the courage to set down and investigate this subject. We are not unaware that 
those who now oppose us, making one single resistance both to holiness and to 
those who speak holy things, show the same contempt both for them and for us 
who are zealous for their teaching and propound it; unknowingly, they honor 
us by letting us share this dishonor. These same people make fun of sacred 
things and commit outrage against the theologians; is it a great thing, then, if 
they have no regard for us, who are worth nothing? This is the only remarkable 
thing, in fact: that they carefully neglect all practical virtue, but officially 
proclaim themselves to be wise. They are, one might say, intelligent by decree; 
their will alone proves their education so that one wit has playfully named 
them, "Philosophers at the Top” But we need not yield anything of our freedom 
to fight, simply because of their wicked politics; on the contrary, we must be 
very greatly stimulated to courage by the struggles of the saints, and be affected 
like hot iron. For iron is hardened by its contact with cold water, and we are 
strengthened for the fight by their battles. Well, then, let us cut through the 
resistance and opposition of both sides to the truth with the sharpest argument, 
like a two-edged sword, and let us refute them, beginning with the following 
consideration. 
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The disciples of Nestorius’ man-worship and of Eutyches reduction to 
fantasy—or better, the disciples of both kinds of fantasy: well has a certain 
pious and godly man [= Nonnus] labeled them, in calling each of them “opposite 
kinds of docetist” For the one group says there only seems to be divinity in the 
Savior, the other [there only seems to be] humanity; except insofar as each 
group tries to give a respectable appearance to its opposing, but equally ugly 
impiety by smearing it with the colors of fine-sounding names and pious 
phrases—one group proposes “good pleasure” and “dignity,” instead of saying 
the divinity is an illusion; the other speaks of “ineffable flesh,’ instead of saying 
“naturally not [like] ours.’ As if we were interested in fitting ourselves out with 
verbal beauty rather than gazing on the truly golden face of truth, than which 
nothing is lovelier—even if there is no elegance or brilliance of style involved. 
For truth needs no further ornament for its decoration, but is splendid with 
natural beauty and has no need of deceptive transformation of language, like 
cosmetic powders. So these heretics, fighting with both each other and the 
truth, have divided up the war on her in opposite camps, each of them using the 
same propositions for their own ends. As a result, their concord in opposition 
can be defeated by a single assault of truth at the hands of her pupils, and 
agreement in wickedness will pave the way for overwhelming victory. For by 
the same arguments we shall use to defeat one of the confederates in impiety, 
we shall find that the other side, too, has been defeated along with them. 

For one should realize that Eutyches stands in the same relationship to 
Nestorius on the subject of the Incarnation [oikonomia], that Sabellius does 
to Arius on that of the Trinity [theologia]. For they have also fallen in opposite 
ways into the same evil: the one confuses the hypostases into one because of 
the essence; the other, because of the hypostases, divides the essence along 
with them. 
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And these, too, taken in the opposite order, do the same: the one cuts up the 
natures into hypostases, the other mingles the natures into one; and the one 
makes the hypostasis hypostases, the other mixes up the natures into one 
nature. The same arguments that one finds used by earlier writers to divide the 
Trinity are used later, we discover, to confuse the Incarnation; and the arguments 
by which our contemporaries divide the Incarnation they used to confuse the 
Trinity. Come, then: let us bring their sophistic propositions before us in 
argument, and after giving them the chance to present their accusations against 
us, we shall try—as in a courtroom—to put an end to their silly theories against 


the truth. 


1. For they say: "If you say there are two natures in the one Christ, and if 
there is no such thing as an anhypostatic nature, then there would be two 
hypostases also” 

As I said, there is one issue at stake with both, even though the focus is 
different; for they use the same argument to justify themselves, the one group 
in order to include hypostases with the [separate] natures, the other to abolish 
also [separate] natures through [identification with] hypostases. But let those 
who belong to the Eutychian party listen to what we say: for there is one 
common struggle between us and both parties, but another particular one 
against them. What then do you say? Do you hold there is simply one nature? 
“Ко” they reply: “One nature made flesh” Nothing prevents us, then, from 
agreeing with you happily: we accept from you the one nature of the Logos you 
speak of; but our struggle is over the other, which we say is a second nature 
alongside that of the Logos, but which tends to be called “flesh” by you. What do 
you say about this flesh? Does it have a nature or essence, or part of a nature? 
(You will have to judge how much, whether half or a third or whatever other 
fraction you want to call it.) Or to use the same form of argument as you do: is 
there such a thing as flesh without essence, or without a share in nature? How 
can you escape your difficulty? For if flesh exists without essence or apart from 
nature, show what it is and what its state is, and we shall be satisfied. But if it is 
the ultimate folly to suppose flesh that is not what it is said to be, 
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or not said to be what it is, how will you escape the line of argument you 
proposed against us yourselves? For if there is no flesh without essence—that is, 
not having a nature—and there is no nature without hypostasis, then there will 
be no flesh without hypostasis. It is time, then, for you either to remove nature 
from flesh altogether, or to give two hypostases to the Lord, according to your 
rule which says: there is no nature without hypostasis. For if there is no nature 
without hypostasis, and you speak of the “nature of the Logos,’ then you will 
attribute to the Logos also a hypostasis. But the question about the flesh remains: 
if it, too, granted it has a nature of its own, should not also be worth calling a 
nature, and having the name of nature, should not also have its own hypostasis; 
or if, not having an hypostasis, it will not lose nature as well. So you are stuck 
fast in your own difficulties, and no further sleight-of-hand has been able to 
exempt you from the indictment you have instigated against us. And when you 
have solved one further problem, you will seem very deserving indeed: if there 
is no nature without hypostasis, but you confess the Lord to be “from two 
natures; then will he be from two hypostases? And who then is responsible for 
Nestorian division, we leave it up to you to investigate! 

So we have dismissed you, with the same arguments [you yourselves use]; 
but against those who have departed from the truth in the opposite way from 
you, we shall argue as follows: 

Hypostasis, gentlemen, and the hypostatic are not the same thing, just as 
essence and the essential are different. For the hypostasis signifies the individual, 
but the hypostatic the essence; and the hypostasis defines the person by means 
of peculiar characteristics, while the hypostatic signifies that something is not 
an accident, which has its being in another and is not perceived by itself. Such 
are all qualities, those called essential and those called non-essential; neither of 
them is the essence, which is a subsistent thing—but is perceived always in 
association with an essence, as with color in a body or knowledge in a soul. He 
then who says, “There is no such thing as an anhypostatic nature,” speaks truly; 
but he does not draw a correct conclusion when he argues from its being 
not-anhypostatic 
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to its being an hypostasis—just as if one should say, correctly, that there is no 
such thing as a body without form, but then conclude incorrectly that form is 
body, not that it is seen in the body. There could never, then, be an anhypostatic 
nature—that is, essence. But the nature is not a hypostasis, because it is not a 
reversible attribution; for a hypostasis is also a nature, but a nature is not also a 
hypostasis: for nature admits of the predication of being, but hypostasis also of 
being-by-oneself, and the former presents the character of genus, the latter 
expresses individual identity. And the one brings out what is peculiar to 
something universal, the other distinguishes the particular from the general. To 
put it concisely, things sharing the same essence are properly said to be of one 
nature, and things whose structure of being is common; but we can define as 
*hypostasis" either things which share a nature but differ in number, or things 
which are put together from different natures, but which share reciprocally in a 
common being. I say that they share being, not as if they completed one 
another’s essence, as happens with essences and with things that are essentially 
predicated of them—which are called qualities—but insofar as the nature and 
essence of each is not considered by itself but with the other, to which it is 
joined and assimilated. One finds this in various things, not least in the case of 
soul and body, whose hypostasis is common but each of whose natures is 
individual, with a different way of being. 


2. “But even if the human person,’ they say, “is composed of elements which 
differ in species, still neither one of them has its being apart from the other. But 
the Logos also exists before his humanity; and the human being is composed of 
imperfect parts, but Christ has perfect parts—which therefore shouldn't 
properly be called ‘parts’ at all. 
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How, then, can you apply the human fusion to the Logos and the Incarnation, 
when it does not resemble them?” 

So say those opposed to our opinion, the advocates of division. For the other 
side like the model, but they take it not in the proper way, but very foolishly—in 
harmony with their original tendency to confuse—as an exact copy of that 
confusion. That this is not our invention, however, but that we have received it 
from our predecessors—son from father, as they say—is proved by the writings 
of the theologians, in which they use the analogy of man for the Incarnation. 
But they do not treat the analogy well, who force it to resemble the original. For 
it would no longer be an analogy if it did not contain some dissimilarity. For we 
have taken the human being as a parallel not because of pre-existence or 
co-existence, nor because of the imperfection of his parts (conceding for the 
moment to these dunces the right to call them “imperfect, though they are not 
so in terms of being, as we shall later show), but to explain how the Logos is 
united to a body like ours in very essence, and is never found apart from it, even 
if he preserves in that union the difference, as indeed anyone does. For in 
neither of them do the characteristics appear confused. For our soul does not 
change from being invisible and immortal to being visible and mortal, nor is 
the Logos visible and mortal, even though both our soul and the Logos have 
come to be in a visible and mortal body. For each of these things we mention 
preserves unceasingly its peculiar qualities, according to which each one has 
come to be what it is: the ordinary person who subsists from soul and body, and 
the Savior who subsists from divinity and humanity. But they take the analogy 
not according to its similarity but according to its dissimilarity, and they are 
unfair in their questions; as if we were to use the example of the sun's ray for the 
Logos and the Father, because of the connection and coeternity [of sun and 
rays], and they were to disparage us for thereby representing the Logos as not a 
hypostasis. 

But that not even the human being is made of imperfect parts, according to 
the structure of being which is proper to each part—even if in respect to the 
definition of the human being as a whole the parts do not admit of the structure 
of the whole as such—can be shown as follows. What 
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is lacking to the soul, which has its own separate life, from being a bodiless, self- 
moving essence? This explains why it is immortal and indestructible. And what 
is lacking to the body, from being a body? Those who define it say that a body is 
what has three dimensions, or that a body is a physical, organic thing potentially 
having life. Each of these definitions will apply accurately to our body. Now 
these things are not imperfect, taken by themselves, even if they are called 
imperfect in relation to the hypostasis of the whole in which parts exist. For 
using this reasoning, one would not be wrong even in interpreting the mystery 
of Christ this way. For it is imperfect, if it is understood as meaning he is simply 
Godor purely man. Therefore, as the great Gregory says, there are two definitions 
of perfection: one if it is meant for objects by themselves, the other if understood 
in a relationship. For the Logos is perfect, complete, and a source of perfection; 
and the human soul is perfect, too, as far as concerns the definition of its 
existence. But the Logos is not the complete Christ, even if he is complete God, 
if humanity is not joined to it; nor is the soul a complete human being, even if 
it has a complete essence, unless the body is also understood in conjunction 
with it. And we must also note this in passing: that times, just as places, are not 
understood along with the definitions of things. For they offer only an account 
of the essential elements of things. Then, too, every definition is a definition of 
a present thing, not of what will proceed from it later on. Otherwise nothing 
which is in a process of growth would receive the definition of being what it is, 
since 
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everything in growth and decay never remains what it is, but changes into 
everything else; and all rational essences, which admit of increase and decrease 
in virtue, and are now in this state, now in that, are considered in motion. For it 
is not part of created nature to remain where it is, even if it is properly said of 
God—and him alone— "You are the same” 


3, “But? say the proponents of division, "the soul is circumscribed in the body, 

and experiences passions and undergoes pain; if the Logos is united in this way, 

that means you will have to subject him to the same conditions, and make him 
assible and circumscribed.” 

What? (I reply). Aren't you, rather, doing the very things you accuse us of? 
For you are afraid to unite him to flesh and to a complete man, lest he become 
necessarily circumscribed and capable of suffering. But if the Logos is passible 
by nature or admits of spatial location, these things will be so in him because of 
what he is, not because of his union with a circumscribed, passible body, and he 
will thus be passible and circumscribable, even if he never does suffer and never 
is circumscribed; if, on the other hand, he is unchangeable and uncircumscribed 
and impassible by nature, then even if he comes to exist in a body, he would 
preserve the peculiar character of his impassibility and indeed of his 
unchangeability. After all, when he was creating the world and bringing it to 
this general form, though it had not existed before, he does not seem to have 
fallen from the super-cosmic and supernatural realm into the realm which 
embraces or is included within this world, or to have gone from his own 
freedom from circumscription into being circumscribed by the world—not, 
indeed, in those earlier times when he created it and all within it, nor even later 
when he formed around himself that little world within the great one, man, 
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was he circumscribed. And what is wonderful about that? Since even the human 
soul does not suffer these things simply because it is in the body, but because it 
is made to be able to suffer, even without a body; otherwise it would also become 
visible and die and suffer all the other things that the body suffers. But it does 
not suffer these things because it has received these possibilities for suffering in 
its essence from God; but it suffers through having the potentiality to suffer, 
which it continues to have even when it leaves the body. The souls in Hades 
show this, as do their bonds, which explain Christ's presence there, “proclaiming,” 
according to Peter, forgiveness “to the spirits in prison” (1 Pet. 3.19); and 
furthermore, the unclean spirits [make this clear], who are and who will be 
punished, even though they are free of human bodies. 

But the soul suffers by itself, because it has received the capacity to suffer for 
its own benefit; and it suffers bodily passions, strictly according to its union 
with the body to which it is attached, and according to the peculiar character of 
the places in which it is situated; for being suited by nature to suffer by itself, it 
can also admit of this kind of suffering. And it is circumscribed by the very 
structure of its existence, but it is also said to be additionally circumscribed 
because it exists in a circumscribed body. And if it experiences passively also, in 
God's own way, divine things, then this is not at all because of the body (for how 
could that be? It often struggles against the soul, after all), but by itself, through 
Из own nature, with the desiderative part straining towards God in desire, and 
the spirited part bracing up in a manly way and straining along with the 
desiderative part unflinchingly, and with the reason receiving immaterial 
impressions without shadow, illuminated by the form of simplicity. It was well 
said by a divinely wise man [i.e. Evagrius] before our time: “There is a single 
good and eternal longing, which stretches out after true knowledge.’ For when 
it defiles these powers, it ends in wickedness and ignorance, and does not derive 
this wickedness from the body, even if some 
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aspects of it are brought to completion through the body. But the Word of God 
would never experience any of these, being unchangeable by nature and 
ynalterable. He does not, then, decline to be joined in essence to a human nature 
because his nature is impassible; in that case, his refusal would be a true passion, 
a fear to be in that situation in which the souls of the good, who have him as 
their helper and advocate, suffer no harm from the body but rather are rich in 
God and use their body as an aid to virtue, not a hindrance. 


4, “If the hypostasis of the Logos is perfect,’ they say, “and that of the human 
being whom he assumed perfect, and if the Logos remains unchangeable and 
the flesh is preserved unalterable, why is it irreverent to speak of two hypostases, 
neither of which is confused with the other?” 

They seem to me to be proposing the question either most maliciously or 
most stupidly. For just as if we had not already explained about perfection, how 
it is understood and its double sense, and further about the proper meaning of 
hypostasis, they pass from the nature of the Logos—a phrase which signifies 
both the common property of a nature and the individual property of the 
hypostasis; for we said, “the nature of the Logos,’ not simply “the nature”—to 
that which signifies its individuality, the hypostasis. And they say that the 
hypostasis of the Logos is perfect, thus calling the nature of the Son “complete 
in itself” —the nature which is not something else alongside that of the Father, 
but which only differs in the characteristic of individuality through being 
begotten—and they bring forward the individual characteristic instead of the 
individual in which it is a characteristic, and the relationship to each other 
instead of the individuals of whom the relationship is predicated. For some 
names explain the nature of their subjects, others express the relationship of 
things. And one can discover that things of different species join in relationships 
with things of the same species in varying ways: for in the respects in which 
things of like species are joined with things of different species, 
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they differ towards each other; and in the respects in which they differ from 
things of different species, they are joined to each other. For they are 
distinguished from each other but joined to things of other species by number, 
and they are joined to each other but distinguished from things of other species 
by definition. А f w 

While, then, we can perceive two relationships in the one Logos, one by 
which the Son is the same as the Father, the other by which the Son is 
distinguished from him, the one being called by the title, “nature; the second 
known by the name “hypostasis,” they reverse the relationships and attribute 
the one which separates him from Ше Father—that of “hypostasis’—to the 
flesh, not realizing that the essence of the Logos is the whole nature of God, 
completely possessed by a complete individual, but that it is the note of 
generation which makes him be called "hypostasis" and Son, just as in the 
Father's case the note of being unbegotten and cause reveals him as "hypostasis" 
and Father. And one must note the same concerning the Holy Spirit. For the 
nature of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit is not mutually completing, as if it were 
more fully in the One than in the Three. And the Trinity is by nature whatever 
any one member of the Trinity happens to be; because it is not one perfect 
being made of three imperfect ones, but from three perfect beings there is one 
super-perfect and ultra-perfect being, as the great Dionysius says somewhere. 
If, then, we perceive six relationships, the two of the Father to the Logos and the 
Logos to the Father, the two of the Logos to the flesh and the flesh to the Logos, 
and the two of Christ to us and us to him, there are three universal pairs. 
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And the first relationship of pairs is the same as that which is third from the 
first, next after the middle pair; for as the end pairs are linked within themselves, 
so they are opposed to the middle pair. And the opposite is true of the middle 
one: for as it differs within itself, so it is linked with the end pairs, and as it is 
linked within itself, so it differs from the end pairs. 

Having said this concisely, I shall try to clarify it by an example. Let us 
suppose three things: the soul by itself, the body by itself, and a man consisting 
of soul and body; and let us consider the relationships of these things to each 
other—namely soul to soul, soul to its own body, and man to his body by itself 
and to his soul by itself. Soul is united to soul by having the same essence, and 
is distinguished by the difference in hypostasis. This is the first and the final 
relationship of the pairs. Soul is distinguished from its body by the difference in 
nature, and is united [to it] by the category of hypostasis, which their mutually 
coherent life brings into full being. The second or middle relationship preserves 
this. But man is completely distinguished from his body by itself and his soul by 
itself as being their totality; because he has the first sort of relationship to his 
parts, he brings about the second sort of sharing between them. So Christ, too, 
acts as a connecting link between two extremes with regard to us and the Father, 
by means of his parts—if we may consider him a whole made up of parts: he is 
wholly a hypostasis over against the Father, because of his divinity and along 
with his humanity, 
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Ep. 2 ad Nest., 3 (ACO 1, 1, 1, p. 27, 11. 1-5; PG 77, 45 C2-9); Ер. 2 ad Succensum, 2 (ACO L 1, 6, 
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ka. TéÀetov: cf. Athanasius (?), Flor. Test. 19, 20; Contra Arianos Oratio 2, 66 (PG 26, 288 B10-14); 
Ep. ad Epictetum, 2 (ibid. 1053 A6); Ps.- Athanasius, De Incarnatione et Contra Arianos, 8 (ibid. 996 
Có6f). 
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and he is wholly а hypostasis over against us, along with his divinity, because of 
his humanity. The relationships with respect to distinction and unity—those 
which we know him to have within himself, because of his parts, and those 
which he has towards the Father and us, because of the connection of the parts 
to the extremes—vary accordingly. One has to take this reference to “parts” 

rudently; for I do not say they are parts because they are naturally incomplete, 
but because they comprise together the persona of the hypostasis in Christ. So 
Gregory and Cyril said, “the whole is not one nature,” simply and in relation, 
and spoke of “imperfect” and “perfect” [in Christ]. 


5, “What?” they say. “Do we not say that man has one nature, even though we 
know that the elements which are joined together are different? What harm 
does it do, then, since in this case we call the nature one nature without 
destroying the particularity of the parts, if we also seem to do the same thing in 
Christ’s case? But you reproach us and ridicule us for introducing confusion in 
Christ, because we speak of the parts by referring to the whole.” 

If you want to call the parts by the name of the whole, you ought surely to 
signify the whole by the term for the parts, too, and then no one would have any 
quarrel with you. If you called the Lord "flesh" or even “тап, you would be 
naming the whole by a part, but not calling the two one nature. (For often the 
failure to speak precisely brings about a discrepancy in doctrine as well.) 
Therefore we often call the whole by the name of a part and the part by that of 
the whole, in accordance with the holy Scriptures and with the interpretations 
handed down from the Fathers, 
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calling the Logos “Son of Man" and confessing that “the Lord of glory” has been 
crucified. But we do not go on from there and do away with the peculiar aspect 
of each quality in the same individual by the exchange of characteristics. And 
further, we also know these things by their proper terms, since we perceive the 
exchange of characteristics in one hypostasis, and recognize the shared peculiar 
quality by making a distinction in natures. But when you use the analogy of 
man, you destroy the image along with the original. For we speak of a single 
nature of man not as you do, by reducing the nature of flesh to being one with 
the essence of the soul, or vice versa, nor indeed do we say that something 
which is neither results from the combination of both; but we call it a nature, 
not in consideration of the relationship of its parts (for there is nothing to 
damage the natural difference between them, even in unity), but we predicate 
the general and specific term of the individual and particular. 

For since, according to what those who have worked out the systems of logic 
have taught us, the partial share in the general and the general is predicated of 
the partial, and the participation of individuals in the species is according to 
nature, while that of the general in the parts is according to predication, we do 
not, as I said, refuse to call the part by the name of the whole. For if the one 
nature represents the whole species man, since there is nothing with another 
essence included under the same species, then the partial is aptly named by the 
title of its universal. For it is impossible to find an individual man who has a 
different essence from man in general. But in the case of Christ, we cannot find 
this same set of relationships; for there is no species of “Christs,’ as there is of 
man, so that one of these, himself called “Christ” because he is in some way 
related as an individual to the general common “Christ,” is said to be one nature 
in reference to the rest and among the rest, so that we can call him both one and 
two natures, having the one appellation because of what is common and the 
other because of his parts—as we have seen in the case of ourselves. For since 
the reason which holds in our case is not found in his, 
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13-14 cf. Euclides, Elementa 1, Communes animi conceptiones 1 (ed. I. L. Heiberg (Leipzig, 1883), 
10, 1.2) 
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it is impossible to transfer to him what is only a proper way of speaking for us. 
It is clear here in what respect man is called one and two natures: he has the one 
title because of his sharing in a species, and has the other because his parts 
remain unchanged. But in Christ's case, because he does not belong to a species, 
how can the two be called one? For we have found three ways, and only three, 
in which a thing can be spoken of as one nature: either it is a species, or it 
participates in the same species, or it is formed into a new species through the 
mixture of different species, now sharing in both but not purely belonging to 
either—which those who know about such things call a “bastard” 

In other ways, too, you propose difficulties like these, to persuade us against 
saying "two [natures]": not that you say, “two and one,’ as in the case of man, but 
that you say "only one"—for that reason, even against your will, the passion for 
confusing things breaks over you, while that for dividing things does not 
subside. For it is not necessary that a single nature should be numerically one— 
unless, of course, it must be very many in number, as many as are the hypostases 
which comprise it. Let us consider it this way: things which are equal to the 
same thing, they say, are equal to each other. Let us suppose, then, a diagram of 
an equilateral, acute-angled triangle. As the first side is related to the second, 
and the second to the third, so the first is related to the third. Draw the three 
sides, then, and put down three persons, one on each side, and you will find that 
as the first is related to the second, and the second to the last, so the first will be 
related to the last. Why do I say this? Because if you concede the right to speak 
of one nature of the Logos and the flesh, and it is acknowledged that the nature 
of the Logos and the Father is one, then you are granting that the nature of the 
flesh and the Father is one. 
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“But, they say, “we do not hold that the natures are one in the same way, but 
in the case of Father and Son they are one in identity of nature, whereas here 
they are one by reason of union.” Well, then, that which is called one by union is 
not the same as that which is one by nature. If they are not the same, the one is 
unified in one respect, the other in another. In that case, the same thing will be 
one and two, one by union and two in its natures; or if not this, then the same 
thing will be in the same respect of one substance and of more than one, one 
nature and not one nature. What could be more absurd than this? So your “one 
nature” does not escape the division which a nature has in the number of 
persons who share in it, and it has introduced confusion by the identity of the 
composite nature, which no longer presents either of the unified natures after 
union. But we are well protected against both dangers, thank God: the difference 
in what is united is proclaimed, even in their union, by the double predication 
of nature; and the identity of person is summed up by the concurrence of the 
united natures in one hypostasis. 


6. “According to your views, you have explained how we can speak of two 
natures and one on the analogy of the ordinary human being. What follows 
from that? That we must not only confess two natures in Christ, but three! How 
can you maintain the one and deny the other? For the necessity of logic forces 
you, even against your will, to say this” 

What do we say to this? What else but that the verse of Scripture fits them: 
“The wisdom of the fool is unconsidered speech” (Ecclus. 21.18 LXX). For since 
they have not chewed on their own words, and therefore have not digested 
them, they belch forth on us—how can I put it inoffensively?—the evil-smelling 
breath of the bad food of ignorance. For although every 








10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


158 "ENANTIAZ AOKHZEQZ NEXTOPIOY КАГЕУТУХОУХ 


yàp Cntiaews тб arropotpevov диакопойатв kåk TOV биойоуопибуср 
ађтд суштералтойатв, ot де (008 yap eilo aoqol, ил) вт: тту бтолдєооѓау) 
ws диф Водот то диодоуобиетот eis дифакефи” mporiÜéaciw, ка! тд 
фатерду ws дфатев соМоуі ортол. Тв yàp avOpwrov picews, card, tàs 
Шкошдв mévrwv évvoías, тђу фухт Kal тд одра SyAovons kai 
судстиалтобоств, ws moAAdKis ёр, TH ÓÀ@ та шерт, оѓ де тд maar 
поракехорткодв THS évvoías ws тороу AapBávovaw- ws ду е: Tivos ид 
árropouvop.évov бть «oi» дт дпЛобу т. pipa ёст» б дудраутов, Ñ сдра 
póvov 7) jy] uóvov, kai 8:0. тодто ёбгойс Kal ет! Хріотод rpets Aéyew 
qais, Ws ойу Lcovfjs ойотѕ THs ¿vÜpórou púoews суретдусавал ёаотӯ 
TÀ џєрт. Avo [1296 A]yàp púoets Aéyopev ob Өеой Kai capkós, obre ил 
деойкогфух?в,а Ад co kai дтдротгои. О0де yap оти коріоѕ avOparov 
qais 7) тоб иероив pias. “Rore ó е ту дудроутот 1) боі Фудрфпои Tas 
фдсєіѕ ебпА оси: 6 де Хріотду dvoudoas оду ÓpoAoyovuévqv kai Tots 
evvotais Фиби bromimrovoay obre кош Фубиасеи, obre прбуша. 
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discussion investigates one line of questions and draws conclusions on it from 
agreed premises, they—who are not wise, except in the field of ignorance—are 

roposing as a question for investigation what has been agreed on, and draw 
conclusions about the obvious as if it were something obscure. For although 
“human nature,’ according to common understanding, refers to soul and body 
and signifies, as I have often said, both parts and the whole, they take what 
everyone mentally concedes as a problem. So that when one of us points out 
that man is not a simple thing, either body alone or soul alone, therefore they 
think that one must speak of three natures in Christ, as if "human nature” were 
not enough to convey, by itself, its parts. We speak of two natures, not of God 
and flesh, nor indeed of God and soul, but of God and man. Nor is the nature of 
a part human nature, properly speaking. So that if one says “man” or “human 
nature” he has referred to these natures. But if one mentions the name of Christ, 
one is not naming or referring to a thing which is agreed upon, or subject to our 
understanding. The different opinions among Christians about him make this 
clear: they are many and varied, and they conflict with each other, but they 
would not exist, if the title "Christ" simply signified the true nature of its subject. 
But the title “man” is something common and evident to all—not least to 
Christians. But the name “Christ” resembles a technical, scientific word; for just 
as only they understand such words who have received the same training, so 
the truth hidden in the name [“Christ”] is clear only to those learned in the 
things of God. 

They also witness to the truth of our argument, who keep urging that Christ 
is “from two natures,” but never say he is “from three natures,’ even though they 
grant to the flesh of Christ a rational soul. Let them begin a new brand of 
nonsense and confess him to be “from three natures”: we will be content to 
confess that the elements from which he comes are preserved in him, in whom 
they are recognized, since they will be forced to say that he is not simply “from 
three” but from more, as we shall show in our turn. 
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A yet simple and general perception of things createsin us general,unexplained 
understanding; but the distinction of them by means of concepts brings us to 
an accurate knowledge of the elements from which it is composed. For this 
reason we undertake the distinction of a whole into its parts; but to try and 
divide the parts into parts, after this first division, is ridiculous; for it does not 
put a stop to the investigation there, but goes on to infinity. 

What I mean is something like this. The parts of man are soul and body. Ше 
parts of his parts are, in the case of the soul, rational essence and incorporeal 
quality, under which we subdivide the authoritative part, the spirited part, and 
the desiring part, then the cognitive and the discursive faculties, memory and 
will and opinion, the appetitive and the stimulative, the defensive and the active, 
and many others besides these. (Let us lay aside for now the question of whether 
these are in the soul as parts or as powers, and which are present one way, which 
the other; for that is not part of our present investigation.) Then the division 
of the body begins: into parts which are like others and parts which are not; 
and these again into head, hands, and feet; and these into bones and flesh and 
nerves; and these into the four elements; and these into form and matter. 
And the medical writers theorize about many other things, too: about physical 
powers of which they call one the attractive, one the retentive, another the 
transformative, another the eliminative; and they say a great deal about 
perception and imagination, and about the vital and organic spirit which holds 
the living being together and which, they tell us, is a different thing from the 
rational soul. 
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As it is enough, then, if one wishes to call all these things to mind, to say 
“human flesh” or “human body,’ or again it is enough to say “rational soul” to 
mean the parts into which it is divided (for no one likes technical language, nor 
are the faithful accustomed to it), so it is enough for one to say “man” or “nature,” 
to represent and mean by them everything they consist of and are known by. 
But these people make subtle distinctions about such things, not to show him 
to be a perfect man, but to slander the Lord and to make him alien to our 
nature, either because he did not assume what is ours at the start, or because he 
did not preserve intact what he took from us, the infallible pledge of the 
salvation ofall [human] nature. Butletthem learn that whilethe acknowledgment 
of the parts is, as I said, the sign of the intactness of the whole, the subdivision 
of parts into other parts does not belong to dogmatic brevity or the concise 
language of the gospel, but to skeptical speculation and to a kind of technical 
language which to most people is excessive and hard to grasp. For the parts of 
Christ are unmingled: godhead and manhood. Soul and body are not parts of 
Christ but parts of a part; once we have signified them by the full meaning 
implied in the nature of man, the subdivision of the parts into natures is 
unnecessary, unless one intends to introduce the rest of the chain of distinctions 
to these subdivisions, which we made earlier in the case of the ordinary man, so 
that then one must proclaim not three natures in Christ—as they will have 
it—but even more. And what could be more ridiculous than that? 


7. “Since the whole quarrel was set in motion because the manner of union is 
not understood by most people and therefore is disputed by everyone, you 
ought to philosophize about that, so that we may be able to know whether we 
disagree about that too, or whether, despite our agreeing about that, our dispute 
is rather about the product of the union, and whether it is about things 
themselves or simply about the words referring to them. In this way the question 
will become clear, and the truth of the issues will be evident; then he who 
disagrees out of ignorance or impiety will be exposed, whether for correction 
or for judicial reprimand” 
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Some have argued that the union of godhead with manhood has taken place 
їп essence, others in operation, others in will. And there are some who had, or 
pretended to have, an excessive reverence, and have not associated themselves 
with any of these formulas, but have proclaimed that it is ineffable and 
unnameable, sensing the danger of accusations of impiety, whether they really 
felt this way or not. Even now we see some who have a perfectly expressible and 
trite notion of the union, but call it ineffable, so as not only to use an opposite 
to produce its opposite—namely, to explain something by saying it is 
inexpressible—but also to avoid contradiction. So indeed others, eager to 
establish for the flesh of the Lord an imaginary or a confused reality, say: “He 
was made flesh as he willed to be, and as only he understands.” They do not 
move to this position of reverence, which is in fact irreverence, in order to 
prove this statement (or else the truth would have brought them to its own 
light), but they take refuge in pious-sounding phrases, as if in some strong, 
impregnable fortress, in order to make the fullest possible use of impiety. For 
only the substantial, concrete union of essences is truly ineffable and beyond 
understanding. For how have things which differ so much from each other in 
nature, and deviate so greatly, come to join one another, and have not become 
confused in their mixture? How are they one, yet understood as two, and are 
neither confounded by being one single person nor divided into hypostases by 
the individual characteristics of the natures? Only faith can grasp this, and the 
divine word, which makes this clear, not in the pronunciation of speech but in 
the illumination of the understanding, and which leads along those who are 
worthy by soundless teaching. 

It is not, then, worth talking about those who suffer from exaggerated 
reverence as long as the point remains unclear; for since they neither speak 
freely about the light, if they should chance to lay hold on it, nor take it hard if 
their souls are shrouded in darkness, we, too, regard them with contempt as 
incurables. But as for 
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the rest, this is the way we shall argue. Those who allege that the union is not 
one of essences, but of operation or good-will, or some other relationship of 
that kind, come nowhere near the truth, but have divided up the manifold lie, 
each wresting some part of it for himself and only agreeing with one another in 
their failure to find the truth. After all, what kind of union would it Бе, апа how 
would it deserve the name of a unión which is supernatural and unique, second 
only to the first, unique union, if it did not bind real things together and make 
them one and the same? So that it makes me wonder when they profess a union 
of this sort, and then add the words “unconfused” and “unchanged”; for what 
kind of change could they justly suspect in the division of things, when they 
confuse dignities into one dignity (for dignities could never become one dignity 
in an unconfused way, any more than natures could become one nature without 
being changed!), but separate the essences? Union of dignity, after all, is not a 
union of things. Otherwise we shall have to assimilate everyone who has 
obtained the divine dignity to the divine essence, and suppose two natures in 
every one of the saints. (For the amount of dignity would not entirely divide 
things which differ in dignity, but as much of it as there is would also, by so 
much, join the natures together; it would surely not separate them completely, 
if the element which joins them is not entirely divided.) For insofar as they 
share in his dignity, they ought then to share in the Logoss nature. Or if they 
wish to join the other saints, besides Christ, to some other member of the 
Trinity, let them take responsibility for that in their impiety; for they are called 
gods and sons of God and holy spirits, according to the phrase, “He who adheres 
to the Lord is one spirit [with him]" (1 Cor. 6.17). 

How, then, if all of rational and blessed creation, both angelic and human, is 
filled with the deifying and son-making grace of the Spirit, is only he who has 
come forth from the Virgin called in and following Scripture God and Son of 
God, 
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and is worshipped by every rational nature? For the atheists should have realized 
that, even if the choicest of the varied gifts which have been given should reside 
in higher rather than lower creatures, still the grace of vitality and the gift of 
dignity is common to all. They must then either join them with God the Word, 
or with whichever one of the members of the Holy Trinity they wish, or even 
with the whole blessed Trinity, [join them] as two natures and distinguish 
[among them] two of three or four hypostases, or else they must not even unite 
him with the nature of God the Word or make him by composition into one 
Son, nor let him share one name with the archetypal Son; but they must not 
think one thing and say the other. For since there is one kind of natural sonship, 
from which all sonship is derived, the man they have trumped up must 
necessarily either share in natural sonship or else in that which comes by grace; 
and they must either join him to the Only-begotten in such a way that a union 
of essences makes available to one nature what belongs to the other, or else—no 
longer able to stand being reverent—they must openly put him in the same 
category as everyone else. But they do not speak their impiety openly (evil, after 
all, is naturally lacking in frankness), and they neither love the truth, nor fear the 
wages of the deceitful tongue. But let them be driven out of the divine assembly, 
along with the fathers of their impiety, Nestorius and those who taught and were 
taught by him; and let the truth of a union of essences be proclaimed loudly, and 
let us reflect philosophically about this, as accords with truth. 

For the danger is not small that those who have been turned away from this 
error will fall into the opposite, and equally wrong, one of confusion. In order 
that the difference may become clear to us between the union of things which 
are united in essence but not changed and that of things whose nature it is to be 
changed by union, and [that we may know] what the form of the first kind and 
what the product of the second kind is, let us make the following division. All 
beings are joined to each other by universal common predicates and then are 
distinguished from each other by specific individuating differences, and [such 
predications]neither confuse what is distinct by these unions, 
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nor separate what is united by the distinctions, but if one is to speak 
paradoxically—and follow the Fathers—they are united in distinction and 
distinguished in union. And there are two groups of unions and distinctions. 
Some things are united in species and distinguished in hypostases, others are 
distinguished in species but united in hypostases; and of these things which are 
united in species but distinguished in hypostases «or distinguished in species 
but united in hypostases>, the one group has a simple kind of union and 
division, the other a compound kind. Now let us avoid discussing things which 
have this double relationship of the simple kind; the explanation of them in 
detail is not part of our present investigation, and it is beyond most peoples 
knowledge and understanding anyway. But we must speak of things which are 
related by composition or combination or mixture or union or whatever one 
wants to call the essential relationships of things which belong to different 
species—leaving it to those who quibble about names to decide which of the 
terms, in their opinion, is more expressive or more proper. We are eager to 
know, and thus have little time for choosing words! 

Of things that have substantial existence, then, and are united in essence, 
some preserve the proper character of their existence, even in union, others 
confuse and destroy [it], injuring what is most important in what is united. Of 
this first group, the relation which is observed with and in each other produces 
one thing from both, and, as one might say, shows it to be numerically one, 
preserving the difference of existence in the sameness of unity. An example of 
this among living things is a man like us; among simple or natural bodies, any 
sort of relationship of objects which are independent substances, capable of 
existing by themselves, towards one another. It is possible to observe this sort of 
relationship in a lamp: the wick is one thing, the flaming substance of fire again 
another; and existing with and in each other, both of them form one lamp. If 
one wanted to put it in a forced way, one might say it is woody fire, or enkindled 
wood; the one shares in the brilliance of the fire, the other partakes in the earthy 
denseness of the torch, and each exchanges its characteristics with the other, 
both remaining in their unique, unconfused individual existence. 
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5 сЕзиргар.136,1.10-11 13-16 сЕ Ps.-Dionysius, De Div. Мот. 2.4 (ed.B.R.Suchla (Berlin: 
De Gruyter, 1990), 127.4-128.2; PG 3.641 А-С) 
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But let no one, again, take the paradigm in a frivolous way, if it has some 
dissimilarity in it,and point out the oil which is the medium of union for these 
elements, either its underlying oily quality, or its not lasting permanently but 
being consumed; let him remember what we said before about an example and 
the limitation with respect to it. The same mixture can be found in the case of 
fire and air, and air and water; the mixture of water and earth, after all, 
approaches the form of union by.confusion, since it makes it possible for wet, 
light-particled substances, which differ by qualitative variation, to undergo the 
transformation and change of elements that comes from interaction. Ї will omit 
even mentioning qualities which often exist in each other even when their 
substances are divided, and participate in each other unmixed, as when fhe rays 
of the light-giving stars, when mixed with each other and with the air, preserve 
their qualitative and quantitative individuality. Human ingenuity, which 
imitates nature, proves this: if, according to the great Dionysius, one were to 
light many torches and enclose them all in one room, and then detach one from 
the rest and take it out of the room, he would remove its light along with it, but 
it would not take, beyond that, anything from the others nor again lose anything 
of its own to them. And to speak generally, none of the things united undergoes 
change or confusion unless each of the united things possesses passible 
qualities. Of things which are not so constructed, the active quality would affect 
and not be itself affected, the passible would be affected and not act; but in 
objects to which the principle of reciprocal influence is common, they are 
affected and produce effects to a greater or lesser extent, according to the 
predominance or equality of effect-producing causes in each. This is what 
happens in all solubles and metals, and in things that are mixed or dissolved 
together by the contrivance of doctors or craftsmen. 

Since we have explained this in advance, one ought to realize that things 
which have the power to change or alter each other, consisting of elements of 
many different species and substances, preserve nothing of the compounded 
elements inviolate after compounding has taken place, but by mixing all their 
characteristics and confusing them from every source and beyond every 
definition, [the compounding] produces another, 
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26 А01 фариокои: cf. Eur., Palamedes, Fr. 2 (cf. supra, p. 116, 1.5) 
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completely mixed species, and there is a mess and confusion of many hypostases 
and natures by the mixture, which preserves neither the individuating character 
of the hypostasis nor the common element of the nature, but produces another 
thing which grew out of them but in no respect is the same as the things from 
which it grew. If, then, godhead and manhood, united in essence, do not 
preserve their peculiar natural constitution even in theunion, they are confused, 
and neither godhead nor manhood remains, but another form of being which 
has grown out of them but is not they, is produced. What could be more 
irreverent or more disgusting than this—even to conceive of it, let alone to hold 
and teach it? 

It remains, then, from our investigation of the subject of union in essence 
that we must accept the unmixed individuality of godhead and manhood 
according to the models we have mentioned, gleaning from all of them some 
faint impression of the truth that is above all examples, and which reveals that 
there is one being produced from these things, which is either a person or a 
hypostasis or an individual or a subject or whatever else one wants to call it—I 
have no preferences. But as for those who divide by joining them in dignity or 
authority or some other divisive relationship of this sort, our argument above 
has repulsed them and put them to flight, proving that they divide the natures 
by means of hypostases, natures which share nothing in common and exhibit 
no reciprocity. 

After saying this, according to the humble measure of intelligence given us 
by God, we refer the reader to the teachings of the inspired Fathers, from which 
we too have drawn these things, with the hope of giving drink to all lovers of 
truth in a small container, with the arguments of our humble reason. And you, 
who yearn for the truth, have these things as a cure for forgetfulness and a 
memorial of our love for after our final departure, lest with time the beauty of 
love should melt away altogether. Bridle the bold, lead on the simple towards 
the pure and unmixed ray of truth which shines in the holy Fathers through 
these texts, 
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and pray for us, who have dared to write this in love, as conscience prompts, and 
against our will. And thanks be to God in all things for each of his gifts, for all 


ages. Amen. 


PROLOGUE TO EXCERPTS FROM THE HOLY FATHERS 


As I prepare to offer excerpts of the holy Fathers in confirmation of our 
arguments, I beg the reader to pay close attention, since instruction in the 
wonderful counsels of the Spirit requires an intelligent hearer. For argument 
becomes weak when it resounds in ears weighed down by the filth of ignorance; 
“as a golden earring or a precious carnelian is fastened to us, such is a wise word 
in the ear that listens well” (Prov. 25.12), the wise proverb declared. Therefore 
let us purify the hearing of our divine sensibilities from every burden, from 
prejudice that stiffens and deafens the mind. Now we shall bring forward a 
“cloud of witnesses; as the Apostle puts it (Hebr. 12.1), in the hope that 
unbelievers will give way at least to such as these. And indeed, because of their 
ingrained contentiousness, we have not brought forward any double-meaning 
or ambiguous text, nor called undistinguished Fathers as witnesses; but we have 
invoked only the most renowned, who shine brightly in the whole world, and 
we have produced the clearest and least contestable proof-texts, as a way of 
excluding all speculation with respect to the truth. We have quoted the saints 
not when they speak of [natures] “out of which” or “away from which” or “from 
which,” or who say “before the union” (as our opponents like to say) or “in the 
union, and not even “after the union" —if indeed there is an end to it, according 
to their brand of wisdom—but of [natures] “in which" and “through which,’ 
"either" and “through either" and “both, “natures” and “substances,” “existing” 
and “preserved,” both “in union" and “infinitely inseparable,’ in the “hypostatic 
union on the level of substance.” 
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But if someone, like Ше “impious one” of Scripture, shows no respect for the 
number of these witnesses or the credibility of their persons (for "Impious;' it 
says, is theone who does not reverence the person of someone honorable" [Job 
34,19]), but produces undistinguished and unrecognized texts to oppose them, 
either from the same or from other authors, let him show first that these [present 
texts] are not from the authorities we say, and we might then accept theirs; but 
as long as these retain their force, by the brilliance of the arguments and the 
eminence of the Fathers, we either will not accept their opposing texts from the 
beginning, or else, if we accept them, we will do it because they contain a 
meaning that harmonizes with these and in no way conflicts with them. For to 
attempt to lead the [great] theologians to oppose each other, and to say they 
have been in conflict among themselves, is not an assault against us but against 
their reputation, or rather against Paul's name, and even against the authority of 
the Holy Spirit and of Christ, who speaks in Him. For after the Apostles and the 
prophets, God has placed teachers in the Church, according to the unsearchable 
plan of the Spirit, “for the work of service, for the building-up of the body of 
Christ" (Eph. 4.11-12). Therefore the person who does not receive the Fathers, 
those resplendent and famous [leaders] in the Church of God, clearly is resisting 
the command of God. 

Wecanlearn,then,how substance (ousia) differs from individual (hypostasis), 
and nature (physis) from person (prosopon), from the great stars Basil and 
Gregory, who brought what we are nowinvestigating under a rule and definition, 
clearly teaching what substance is and what hypostasis, and how nature is the 
same as substance, hypostasis as person, and how and of what realities these are 
predicated, and what terms are substitutes for them, what are implied with 
them— since the situation of God is the opposite of that of the Incarnation, 
with respect to the linking and variation of these words. And after we lay out 
[the contribution of] these theologians, we will introduce the other holy 
teachers, allowing one or two texts, at least, to present the whole thinking of 
these divinely wise writers. For they will be sufficient to win the respect of the 
well-disposed; but the whole chorus of saints could not persuade those who are 
not so, even if we were to draw abundantly from all their teaching and pour it 
out here. 
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^ ^ ^ ^ > ^ ^ 
yàp huv ка! TÖ кош THs odaias Ауф тоб elvat ueréxeu Kal тої пер! 
5 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
adrov iO.óp.acw б deivd оти Kal б десго. Ойто Karet: ó uev тўѕ одо(ас 
/ ` Ф p $ / е , л Y » ^ е ле ld 
Adyos kouvos,olor ў дуайвтъв,т Beórms,7) єт: Ao vootro- ý дё úróoraois 
^5 ^ ^ ^ N ^ € P. 
êv тф ідиднаті тї потрбтутов 7| THis viórgros ù тв дугастикйс 
А а * , 
дитдиеов десорестал. Ei uév оду йротботата Àéyouo, тд прдасота, 
5 / L4 е 4 M 5 / 5 ` 3 е г 5 5 ` 5 ^ 
абтбдеи ¿xet ó Aóyos тт)» dromíav- ei дё êv ómooráce: єЇуол a)rà Ауди 
сууҳородои, 6 ó.oAoyotot, Kal dpiOueitwoay, tva Kal 6 той биооуа(оу 
^ ^ ^ ^ ° 
Aóyos дьоръдахв èv rfj вубтут: THs фбоєшѕ, Kal ñ THs сдоеве(ас 
> ^ > ^ 
eriyvwats Патрдѕ kal Yiod kal dyiov Iveóparos èv тӯ аттртваиет kai 
^ ^ > # 
бАотєАєї екдотои тду дуораборёроу broordoe: ктрйтттүтол. 


[2] TOY AYTOY’EK THX ПРОХ АМФІЛОХІОМ 


э ГА ` s £ 5 X x ` ` а L4 ` ` ` 
Одоіа де ка! ®тботао$ тодттђу exer THY дьафорд Hv ew тд косиду трд 
тд Kal’ ExacTov, olov ws хе: тд Lov mpós Tov дебиа. дудроутгог. 


[1] Basilius, Ер. 214, Ad Terentium Comitem, 4 (PG 32, 789 А12-В14; ed. Y. Courtonne, II, 205—6, Il. 
6-22). C£ etiam: Pamph. I (131 £, 1l. 90-106); Doctr. patr. 6, Ш (35, 1.15; t); 11. 3—5 (el 8€ ... 8etva): Max. 
Conf, Ep. 15 (545 A7-12); Il. 3-8 («:де...десорестац): Sev., Ctr. Gram. II, 17 (160, 1.28161, 1.6; tr. 125, 
11. 23-31); Theor., Disp. (132 A1-10; 1); IL 3-4 (бте... ómróo aci): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Fr. 
Graec. II (49, Il. 21-2); Il. 4-5 (&cacos ... иетехе:): Joan. Caes., ibid., Fr. Syr. 15 (9,11. 114-116); ll. 4-5 
(ёкастоѕ ... ко! 6 eiva): Sev., Ctr. Gram. П, 17 (162, Il. 12-14; tr. 126, ll. 30-3); Anon., Contra 
Calumniatores Duplicis Naturae, Doctr. Patr. 11, XV (72,11. 7-9): 1.6 (6 шеу... vóovro): Sev., Ad Serg. 3 
(174,1 28-175, 1. 1; tr. 133,1. 34-134,1.2) 

[2] Basilius, Ep.236, Ad Amphilochium Episcopum, 6 (PG 32, 884 A8-10; ed. Y Courtonne, III, 53, Il. 
1-3). C£ etiam: Sev., Ctr. Gram. II, 33 (253, 1l. 11-13; tr . 198, 1l. 5-8); Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (545 A14-B1); 
Doctr. Patr. 6,1 (35,1. 7-9): Sev., Ctr. Gram. ЇЇ, 1 (67,11. 7-10; tr. 52,1. 33-53, 1. 1; 1); Pamph. I (132 £, Il. 
109-31; 4); Theor., Disp. (132 A12-15; 1); Il. 14-15 (odota ... Exacrov): Sev., Ad Serg. 3 (166,11. 17-18: 
tr. 127,1. 14-16); Anast. Sin., Hod. ІХ, 2.39 f. (140: periphrasis); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac. 5 (112.11-12 ) 


VOG [1] 3 ei де om. Pamph.  бокоў» ante ñuty transp. Basil. codd. VPBM, Doctr. Patr. 
codd. CD ante eizeiv add. év Bpaye? Basil., Sev., Max. Conf; ante rò тиги add. év Bpaxet 
Doctr. Patr, Pamph. — époóuev om. Pamph. 4 Се: тодтоу С 5 кошу С 
ante кой add. ў дт: Pamph. 7 otovom.G уоєіто Theor. 8 Ñ Ths viórgros om. 
Theor. 10 афтд аА «Трол G; adra elvar ди? Basil. codd. VPBM, Pamph., Doctr. 
Patr. 11 svyywphoovawy Basil. cod. L, Pamph., Doctr. Patr. codd. ABCDE 12 gvAax05 О 
qiceus: дєбтттоѕ Basil. 14 курбттєта: V 

[2] 16 ¿ye om. Theor. 
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1. BY ST BASIL, FROM THE LETTER TO TERENTIUS 


If we must also say what seems right to us, we will say this: substance has the 
same relationship to hypostasis that the universal has to the particular. For each 
of us participates in being through the common structure of substance, and is 
this or that particular being by the characteristics that cling to it. And so here 
[ie. in God]: the structure of substance is common, including goodness, 
divinity, or whatever else we may think of; but the hypostasis is recognized in 
the characteristic of fatherhood or sonship or the power to make holy. Now if 
they say the personas do not exist concretely [anypostata], their saying will 
become untenable at that point; but if they agree that they exist in truly 
hypostatic ways, as they confess, then let them start counting! In this way, the 
structure of consubstantiality is preserved in the unity of nature, and the pious 
recognition of Father and Son and Holy Spirit will be proclaimed in the 
complete and full hypostasis of each of those named. 


2. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
THE LETTER TO AMPHILOCHIUS 


“Substance (ousia)" and "hypostasis" differ from each other in the same way as 
the universal and the individual, as in the relationship between "living being" 
and this or that human being. 
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[3] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


е + ? ` À / э , А GE / 5 / , 
Ог дє тадтду Aéyovres обайат kai Опбатаоши, üvaykálovrat прбсота, 
^ £ 
ибуоу óuoÀoyetv дйфора.. 


[4] TOY AYTOY'EK THY ZYNOAIKHZ EMIZTOAHS, 
'EN'H KAOYIIOTPAVAI IIEIITOIHKEN'EYZTAOION 
TON APMENION, EN 'YIIONOIAA 'ENOMENON 
ЮУ TANANTIA AOESAZONTA 


Просђкє: roívuv évapyás диодоуейи 6 т тістєйооо: ката. rà рӯрата тд. 
Úno ту ўрєтёроу патерст ёктєдёрто ёх тӯ Nixaig, ка! Kara THY буис 
®тд TOV руийтсзи ёш‹рєрорл&улү Sidvoray: etat yap Tuves oi ка! Фи толту TH 
тоте дойдобутев TOV Adyov THs Адєіаѕ, Kal трд тд EauTadv BoúÀmuo тд» 
voûv TÀv èv ат pnuárwv éAkovres- бтоо ye ка! MápkeMos éróÀumoer 
doeBas друпаогодол тту дтдотасиу той Коріоо huðv Гувоб Xpiorod ко! 
фиАду adrav eEnyotpevos Aóyov, ке ет mpopacicaba ras &руд< е Муфетол. 

<AEONTIOY> дод тод Коріоо huðv Tnoot Xpuoro6 piav бпдатаси 
etpnkev ó д:даскалћоѕ, продиоате ав um тодтду evar одайат Kal OmóoToouv. 


[5] TOY ATIOY ГРНГОРГОУ TOY 
@EQAOT'OY ЕК TOY ZYNTAKTIKOY 


Потедоику eis Потера kai Yiov ка dyiov Ilveó6ua,óuooúoud тє kal бддоёа.. 


[3] Basilius, ibid. (PG 32, 884 C2-4; ed. Y. Courtonne, III, 54, ЇЇ. 22-3). Cf. etiam: Pamph. 
УП (177, ll. 96-8); Max Conf, Ep. 15 (545 B2-4); Sev, Ctr. Gram. П, 33 (262, ll. 17-19; tr. 205, 
1. 10-12; 1); Doctr. Patr. 6, XII (37,1.2; 1); Theor., Disp. (132 C6-8; 1) 

[4] Basilius, Ep. 125, Professio Fidei Eustathii Episc. Sebasteias (РС 32, 545 C5-D1; ed. 
Y. Courtonne, II, 31, ll. 16-25). Cf. etiam: Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (545 C5-15; 1); Doctr. Patr. 6, X (37, 
117-8; 4); Theor., Disp. (132 02-133 A1; 4) 

[5] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 42 (PG 36, 476 С11-13). Cf. etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 179 (38, 
1.29; 1); Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (548 C6-7; + ); Doctr. Patr. 6, XII (37,1. 12; 1); Theor., Disp. (133 C9-10; 1) 


VOG [3] 3 uóvov post диффора, transp. Pamph. 

[4] 7 TA'ENANTIA V 8 проатке: тойлуу évapyds óuoAoyetv: Aauávew roívvv 
айтодв OpoAoyoüvras паосђкє: Basil. 8-9 та om. V; post marépwv transp. Doctr. 
Patr. 9 ту патерат Tuv Basil. — Nucaécv V, Doctr.Patr. 10 dae: ёк Doctr. 
Patr. post бтиато» add. rodrwy Basil. (txt. cod. M) ^ éxeepopuévqv O; ёшролуоџёртр Basil., 
Doctr. Patr. 12 Маркє\оѕ VO 13 docBdis: doeBdv eis Basil. Max. 
Conf. dpvjcacba. om. VO;  éróAugeev dpvicacbac doeBds Росі: 


Patr. 14 elonyodpevos Doctr. Patr. — Aóyov: йудротоу С в Муфенол: ei ур) фдтол 
Doctr. Patr. post eiAnpévas continuit той ópoovaíov тту Quivouav kakds е туобиетов 
Basil. Scholion Leontii «AEONTIOY> addidi 169 д:даска\оѕ от. OG 


[5] 18 ZYNTAKTHPIOY Greg. Naz., Max. Conf., Doctr. Patr. (txt. Theor.) 
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3. AND LATER ON 


Those who say that substance and hypostasis are the same thing, are forced to 
confess that only the personas (prosopa) are different. 


4, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SYNODAL 
LETTER WHICH HE REQUIRED EUSTATHIUS THE 
ARMENIAN TO SIGN, WHEN HE HAD COME UNDER 
SUSPICION OF BELIEVING THE OPPOSITE 


It is proper, then, to confess clearly what they [i.e. opponents of the Nicene 
faith] believe, according to the formula of words laid out by our Fathers in 
Nicaea, as well as the meaning borne in a healthy way by those words. For there 
are some who are deceitful about the formulation of truth, even in using this 
formula of faith, and who twist the meaning of its words according to their own 
intention. So Marcellus impiously dared to deny the hypostasis of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and in explaining it as a mere word, professed that he had taken his 
basic principles from that source. 


<Leontius:> Notice that the teacher speaks of the one hypostasis of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, after explaining that substance and hypostasis are not the same 
thing. 


5. BY GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS FAREWELL DISCOURSE 


We believe in Father and Son and Holy Spirit, one in substance and one in glory. 
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[6] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


A ^ ^ ^ 
Tò uv év тў одсѓа yuwpilovres ка! тф duepíorq тїз mpookvvijoes, rà 
бё rpía rais (moo ráccouw Туопу просото 1] б («00v pidov kaAetv- илде 
yàp of пер! табта биуошаҳодутєѕ daxnpoveirwoar. 


[7] TOY ИУТОУ ЕК THZ ПРОХ KAHAONION ПРОТНФ 
'EIIIETOAHX- TAYTHZ AE THX XPHXEQZ КАГО MAKAPIOX 
ЕПЕММНУХОН КҮРІЛЛОХ ЕМ TH КАТ AYTON ZYNOAQ 


?. \ \ + ` ` x 5 ` $ ` A ^ *_\ > | 3 
Pidceis иёу yàp бо Geds kai AvOpwrros, ётєі Kai pux) кол odiis viot део? 

, > ` A , ` ç ә ^ £ y , M e е ^ ` 
8úo 0086 бєої, 00д6 yàp ёутадӣа $00 dvÜpcrro, el ка! obres ó Iatdos тб 
évrós той дудратои Kai тд ектдв mpoonydpevoer. Kai ei det 


[6] Gregorius Nazianzenus, ibid. (РС 36, 477 A3-6). Cf. etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test 179 (38, 
1l. 31-3; 1); Pamph. XI (211,1. 243-9; 1); Doctr. Patr. 6, XI (37, 1.12; 1); Theor., Disp. (133, C13-D2; 15 
ll 4-5 (тд uév ... mpoocomois): Max. Conf, Ep. 15 (548 С11-13; D; (rò шеу... kaAetv): 
Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test 52 (209); 1l. 3-4 (à дё... doxnuoveirwoav): Doctr. Patr. 22, Ш (139, 1.6-7;1) 

[7] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Ер. 101, Ad Cledonium I (PG 37, 180 A6-B3; ed. P. Gallay, SC 208, 44, 
1.6-46, 1. 2). СЕ etiam: Theor., Disp. (141 B1-14); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 1,5, 15-15 (31,11. 103-14; 1); 
Conc. Eph., Coll. Vat. 54,14 (43,1. 26-33; 1); Coll. Ath. 75, 14 (93, 11.18-25; 1); Leont. Byz., DTN, Test. 56 
(1); Euth. Zig. Pan. 14 (885 A9-B7; 1); 1.11 (фсе... dv perros) Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1. 2.93 f. (152); 
IL. 11-12 (pices ... дє01): Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 3 (114 [473], IL 15-16); Sev., Ad Neph. II (34, 
1. 16-18; tr. 26,11. 5-6); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test .11 (1820 B1-3); Syn. Hispal. XIII, Test. 7 (566 D9-1 1); 
Ps.-Joan, Mar., Test. 7 (194); Flor. Marc. 573, Е 325 11. 11-13 (фйсє< ... простудреисет): Justn., Ctr. 
Mon. Test. 154 (32,1.25-9; 1); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test 10 (146. no. 98); осі: Patr. 2,1 (1 1,1,7);29,М1 
(207, 1.3); 1l. 11-p.35,1.3 (póaeis ... Aos): Vat. Gr. 1431, 66, 15 (35, 1.2-7; 1); IL 11-p. 35, 1.3 (pices 
... yévovro): Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 41 (166,1. 25-167, 1.5) Innoc. Mar, Test. 59 (179, ll. 25-9); Flor. Len. 
131, Test. 1; Il. 11-p.35,1.4 (does ... cvykpáce:): Gelasius, De Duab. Nat., Test. 22b (548); Sev., Ctr. 
Gram. IIL, 8 (148,11. 8-20; tr. 103, II, 11—23); ll. 13—p. 35,1.4 («ai єгдєг... ovyxpdoet): Sev. Antijul. (143, 
1.27-144,1.2; tr. 119,11.23-8); Il. 13-p. 35, 1.6 (kai ei дес... бєбттүтї): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Јас, Test. 13 (146 
Ё, no. 101); p. 35,11.2-3 (dAdo ... yévorro): Sev., Ad Serg. 2 (126,1. 26-127, 1. 2; tr. 95, ll. 19-22); p. 35, 
Il. 2-4 (Мо ... суукрйае:): Sev., Ad Neph. П (48, ll. 19-23 tr. 36, IL. 6-10); р. 35, I. 2-4 (Ao ... 
дуорісєієу): Sev., Ad Neph. I (34, ll. 20-5; tr . 26,11. 8-16); p. 35, 1.3-4 (rà yap ... десдертов): Euth. 
Zig. Pan. 7 (213 B2-3); p.35,11.5-6 (Àéyo ... Өєбттүт): Theor., Disp. (148 B12-C1) 


VOG [6] 2 yvopíLovres: ywcdokovres Greg. Naz., Pamph., Justn., Theor. 3 уот: 
elrovv Greg. Naz. Justn jr оди Theor. Ñ 6 ri «00v: ў ó ri VG; et тісі О; 6 то: Greg. Naz., 
Pamph., Theor; ó ri сог Justn.; 1 ó то: Doctr. Patr. — kaAeiv om. Pamph. 

[7] 6 EHIZTOAHZom.OG 7 EMNHEZOHO 8 рёу уйрот. Theor. о?дё 
cot от. Thdt., Vat. Gr 1431 Өєоѓ дубрато: Leont. Jer. ойде: où Joan. Dam. ante то 
évrós add. каде Thdt., (txt. cod. J) 10 тё évros ... дктдс: Tov évrós дудромтот ка! тои 


вктдс Sev. Ctr. Gram. трострубрєосєу om. Thdt. (txt. cod. J); дуошӣбег Vat. Ст.1431 kai ei: ei 
де Joan. Dam. 
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6. AND LATER ON 


We recognize the unity in substance and in our undivided adoration, and the 
three in hypostases or personae or whatever you like to call them— let those 
who quarrel with their neighbors about these things not disgrace themselves! 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS FIRST 
LETTER TO CLEDONIUS; THE BLESSED CYRIL ALSO 
CITED THIS TEXT, AT THE SYNOD LED BY HIM 


For there are two natures: God and the human being—since he is soul and 
body. But there are not two sons or two Gods, nor are there here two human 
beings, except in the way Paul speaks about the "inner" and the "outer" person 
(Eph. 3.16). And if we must 
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F. > ^ » ` ` > 4. 2 + е \ у y > ` ` 
суртдисов eimetv, GÀÀo реу Kal GÀÀo та ёё Ov ó Хоттр,е(терил) TAUTOV тд 
дбратоу тф братф ка! тд üypovov тф тд хрдтот: ойк QÀÀos де Kai 
&ААо$—ил| yévovro. Та yap dugórepa ëv тӯ avykpáceu деоб uéy 
ёуаудроттсоутоѕ, avOpwmou де ÜewÜévros, 7 дпов àv Tis дуоцйавиер. 
Леуо де dAdo Kai GÀÀo, Ewradw Ñ ёт! ris Tpiddos exer ёкєї шеу yàp 
» i» е А ` ° 4 £ > 5” ` » 
&ААо$ кал dÀAos, iva ил) Tas впостдавив ovyyewper, ойу GAAO де Kat аЛ. 
Фу yàp rà Tpía kai тадтду TH дєдттті. 

AEONTIOY: Tava тодта прдв тд паро.ст?аал бпобат ёсҳоу ої пао! 
dd€av пер! просотоо Kai бтоотӣсєоѕ, фбавсв те kai ойайаз, kai ds 
y NON ^ ГА x ° ^ > f L4 e «ум 
era Av T) ет! т) Tpiddos exer 1) тв егатдротоавсов €veoous: Trus “Q ÀÀo 

а Ам » \ DNE / \ э т ee «зу \ 
шеу Kal ААО” Kat perà THY Evwow дєйкуус та СЕ dv ý Evwots, етер ил} 
тайтду, qoi, “тд абратоу TH братф), ка! TÓ üypovov тф отд xpóvov." 

^ M > / 5 £ э M 5 \ ` ` > ` H Ра ес 5 
Тадто yap ойдетоте дА Аонв то®тду,єї ка! пер: TOV адтду ёкатєра.“Одк 
у ` i» » А “ \ ГА » 5 \ x е 2 \ 
Aos де кол аАЛоѕ” qoi— ur) yévovro"- où yàp аЛАоѕ ó Adyos Kal GAXos 
ó Xpioròs, 009 аААо$ ó фйав: Yids ка: GAXos ó дёсє‚ аудрото$, аАХ els Kat 
е > ^ е ГА v, * ` i» е M ` V е ех ` 
ó avros ékárepa. Ados uv yap kai dAXos ó Паттр, qot, kat ó Yids, kai 
` ^ ^ € га v, * ` м ` \ x M ` 
д:а тобто Oo Отостдавив. АААо де ко! алдо Beds Kai avOpwrros, Kal 8:0. 
^ 5 ГА , 5 \ \ ^ ` ` э ^ 5 »5 V» ` 
тобто ка! 600 pvaeis: oD тоте ev тодто, тоте де éketvo, GAN де: аААо< ие 
\ M 2 > А \ м \ \ 2 [2 P. А А ера , 
прдв Tov Патера, де: де GÀÀo pds THY сарка, ws де( е: kai rà és тоу 
А ^ е 5 ^ 
perà тобтоув úr айт» oeAÜévrov IHarépov ovvráypara. 


[8] IIPORKAOY EIIIZKOIIOY KONZTANTINOYIIOAEQX 
EIS TO *IIAIAION'ECTENNHOH 'HMIN" 


O айтдв 4000$ Beds kai дфеиддв &vOpwros, TH Патрі, kab? б ñv, 
10000105 Kal що, каб д yéyovev üvev duaprías, óuógpuÀos. H beia 
ó m и 


VOG [7] 1 етер: епе в. +ó óparóv TQ doparw С, Thdt. (txt.cod.J) 3 &ААо< 
... @ÀÀos: AAO ... AAO О post GAXos? add. Yids Sev. 3 ovvaupórepa Theor. +à yap 
дрирбтера, Šv тр суукрйави: Tfj els ükpov évwoe èv TH стукрдав: Conc. Eph., Vat. Gr. 
1431 5 post Ado add. шеу Leont. Byz, DIN xai dAdo om. Theor. (148 В) 
6 Aros де Kat GAAo Vat. Gr. 1431 kat dAdo om. Conc. Eph codd. VMP 

Scholion Leontii 8 AEONTIOY om. V; XOAION AEONTIOY G; TOY АУТОУ 
AEONTIOYO 13 róva)róv:ra?rOv G “ante одк йААо$ add. Ados u£v yàp ка! 4ААов 
ó Harp qot ка! ó Yiós V 14 &Mos ... 2ЛАос: АЛ... 4ААо VO фто ante kai transp.O 
00:0086 С 006: 0006 G 16 фуа! от. Torres 17 kaidAAoom.O post de; add. 
ка С Aos: ¿ÀÀo OG 20 peta roórovs: werd тодв O; per abroós G Оп: та 
codd. br адтду оп ерепдит ómó rv — ógAgÜévrov О — Патерал от. С 

[8] 23 ó aùròs: обтов Doctor. Patr. post 6 айтдв (обтос) add. yap Doctr. Patr. — cós 
dÀqÜds G ала: yap Proclus  дфеиддв om. Ps.-Joan. Mar; ante дудостов transp. 
Proclus ко” 6 уот. Ps.-Joan. Маг. 54 Тр om. Niceph. 24 каб д yéyovev om. Ps.-Joan. 


Mar.54 ко! о!...бибфъйов: kai rfj unrpl duo.os катӣ пт ута xe pis брартіаѕ Ргосіиѕ ante 
дето, add. дє Proclus 
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eak concisely, the elements of which the Savior is formed are one thing and 
another (allo men kai allo), if indeed the invisible is not the same thing as the 
visible and the timeless as what is bound by time; but he is not one subject and 
another (allos de kai allos)—far from it! For the two are one by mixture—God 
being made human, a human being made divine—or however one might speak 
of it. I say “one thing and another; the opposite of how it is with the Trinity. For 
there [we speak of] one subject and another, lest we confuse the hypostases, but 
not of one thing and another. For the three are one and the same in Godhead. 


Leontius: These texts are sufficient to establish what opinion the ancients held 
about "persona" and "hypostasis; “nature” and “substance,” and about how the 
union of the Incarnation is the opposite of that in the Trinity. The Incarnation 
reveals that the elements from which union is formed are “one thing and 
another" even after the union, "if indeed the invisible is not the same as the 
visible, and the timeless as what is bound by time.” For these are never the same 
as each other, even if they each refer to the same subject. "Ihey are not one 
subject and another; he says— "far from it!" For the Logos is not one subject 
and Christ another, nor is he who is Son by nature one, and he who is human by 
dispensation another, but both are one and the same. For the Father is one 
subject, he says, and the Son another, and for that reason there are two 
hypostases. God and a human being are one thing and another, and for this 
reason are also two natures; he [i.e. the Son] is not one thing now, another thing 
later, but is always another subject in relation to the Father, always another 
thing in relation to his flesh, as the rest of the texts we have assembled, from 
Fathers who were influenced by these authors, will show. 


8. BY PROCLUS, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE, 
ON THE TEXT, “А CHILD IS BORN ТО US” 


The same one is truly God and unmistakably human: of one substance with the 
Father, in what he was, and sinlessly of one race with me, in what he became. 
The divine 
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, » € $ 5 ^ ^ 3 Га iy Ф кұ 5 
ф0015 @ктсто$, 7) ££ éeuuo0 rpooÀmpÜ0etoa åvóbevros: xai ZoTu els Yids, où 
^ , > ^ ^ 
TÓv фдават eis до bmoorácew Siarpoupevwr, dA THs фрикт?в 

oikovopas Tas 800 pvoeis els йо ómóoraaw évwoáons. 


[9] TOY OXIOY IZIAQPOY TOY AXKHTOY, 
EK TH ПРОХ ӨЕОМА EIIIZTOAHZ 


Артоѕ ó Kópios кекАутол, айтд< éavróv тойт каЛфу TH óvóuarv ката, 
дер THY прдхегроу ёкАти Os nâo трофт) соттрѓоѕ yuvdpevos, кота, дё 
THY атӧррттоу évvouav ту Copnv той avOpwretov форфиатов бифсод 
ка! kaÜápas ка! dorep боптпааз TH оікєіф торі THs дедтптов, Kal eis 
êv oùv айт} yeyovos прбасотот kai (0 mpoakvvovuévqv ®ттбестасу. 

«AEONTIOY» Kaupos де kai tas rôs GAAwv Патера” проскошсол 
Хрйавв, ws йпеохбиеда. 


[10] TOY ATIOY TOYZTINOY TOY ФЛОХОФОУ 
KAI МАРТҮРОХ, ЕК TOY TPITOY BIBAIOY TOY ПЕРІ THE 
АГІАХ TPIAAOS ХҮМТАГМАТОХ, KEOAAAIOY' Г 


Tóre бт) тфу одрауду ойк dmoorás, mpós Huds KaTeAjAvbev- où yap Fv 
# £ 5 А р > "á Са / ` ГА 
owparos катаВасіѕ, АЛА дєіаѕ ёрєруєіас BoúÀmous, uéam де rapÜévo 


[8] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Sermo in Nativitate (сЕ Ch. Martin, Le Muséon 54 (1941), 46,1. 
7-13). СЕ etiam: Ps.Joan. Маг, Test. 46 (207); ibid., Test. 54 (211); Гост patr. 7, V (48, 
1.16-49,1.4; 1); Niceph., Antirrh П, Test.36 (359, Il. 18-20; 1); p.35,1.21-p.36,1.4 (ó Oeia.... Evwadons): 
Ephr. Am, Ad Поти. et. Joan., Test. 38 (IV, 148, Il. 8-12); Il. 2-4 (kai Фото”... vwodons): Leont. Jer., 
Ctr. Mon. Test. 82 (1836 B 8-13); Anast. Sin., Hod. 7.2.58-60 (110); ibid. X, ]. 2.176 ff. (157) 

[9] Isidorus Pelusiota Ep. I, 360 (PG 78,388 A7-14) 

[10] Ps.-Justinus (revera Theodoretus), Expositio Rectae confessionis 10 (PG 6, 1224 С4-15; ed. 
J.C. Th, Otto, Corp. Apol. IV, 34, 381 B5-C7). СЕ etiam: ll. 15-16 (rv odpdvwy ...BodAnots): Pamph. 
VII (176,1. 73-5); IL 15-p. 37,16 (тбтє... obo w00as): Doctr. Patr. 21, V (134,13) 


УОС [8] 1 ante ý add. «a; Proclus, Росі: Patr. anteéEadd.d€G — époóijuówProdus ý 
Beta. ... ávóÜevros om. Ps.-Joan. Mar 54 mpoodnpbeioa: púois Proclus; rpdcAnyus Ephr. Am., 
Пост. Ран: — els ante боти» transp. У; om. Proclus post ой add. uóvov Ephr. Am. 2 ante 
Фасо add. 8óo Proclus Šxnpmuuéveov Leont. Jer, Anast. Sin. Ной. X — post дишропибисот add. 
9в фто: Neorópios Ps.-Joan. Маг. 46 3 els шоу ómooraciw ante tas úo qoceis transp. 
Anast. Sin. Ной, X ante éveoodoms add. douyxúvceov Ps.-Joan. Mar. 46 évwodons: évóoas éovróv 
Proclus 


[9] 4 TOY AZKHTOY om. У TOY'om.G 5 @EQNAN G 7 ékAeuluv О 
yevóuevos Isidorus 8 dvÜpwmívov V ante évwoas add. атф Torres 9 ка? 
om.G 11 AEONTIOY om. УОС; ante AEONTIOY add. ZXOAION G 

[10] 13 TOY? om. V, Joan. Dam; AYTOY G 15 ХҮМТАГМАТОХ om. Joan. 
Dam. 16 post 61) repetitur róre О 29: де Росі: Patr. codd. BCDP173: 17 ante 


катавосив add. ту Ps.-Just. (txt.cod. V) Ала Betas: GÀY Арві О 
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nature is uncreated, the nature taken on from me is unadulterated; and he is one 
Son, the two natures not being divided into two hypostases, but the awe- 
inspiring plan of God uniting the two natures into one hypostasis. 


9. BY ST ISIDORE THE ASCETIC, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO THEON 


The Lord is called bread, since he called himself by this name: in the ordinary 
understanding, because he has become for all the food of salvation; in a 
mysterious meaning, because he united the leaven of the human mass [to 
himself] and cleansed it, and baked it, one might say, with the fire of his 
Godhead, becoming one persona with it and one hypostasis, whom we adore. 


[Leontius]: Now it is time to provide the excerpts from the other Fathers, as we 
promised. 


10. BY ST JUSTIN, PHILOSOPHER AND MARTYR, 
FROM THE THIRD BOOK OF HIS TREATISE ON 
THE HOLY TRINITY, CHAPTER 3 


Then, without leaving the heavens, he came down to us. For this was not a 
descent of body, but a voluntary choice of the divine activity, making use of a 
virgin 
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^ ^ > 
ёк Доллтікоб катауошёр той yévovs dia Tas mpós адтду ётаууеАїа< 
^ > 

прдв THY THS oikovoulas хребат уруофриетов: ка! тайтт<$ TTS утдоу єїсдї, 
otovei Üctos апбров падтте: vaóv EauT@, réAevov дудротоу, uépos ті 
AaBwv тв éxeivns qócews ка! eis тту тод уаой дійтћасіу одоіодсас, 
> ` ` ^ >x » [24 ех a M» ` ` 
évous дє roÜrov кат aKpav évwow, Yids Өєод ашро mpoeAPav tas 

СА ? 5 , ` . ел ` ` Ал м v ` > 
pvoeis—eé exeivou yap 6 Yids Kal Beds ка! дудропов--ойта) тту каб 
Huds оікоуошіау érAnpwoev. 


[11] TOY AYTOY EK TOY AYTOY 
ХУКТАГМАТОХ, IZ' КЕФАЛАІОҮ 


“Orav оду дкойатз пер: той évós YioO ras évavrías pwvas, катаЛА Асов 
шёр:ќє tals pice тд, Леубиета, àv uév Tt péya Kal его, TH Deia púce, 
srpoavéuov, dv дё т шкрду Kal дудротитот, TH avOpwreia Хоу Ќбиєуос: 
ойто yàp ко! TO THY pwvôv dotppwvov дьафей т, Exdorns à пефикет 
dexouevns púocws, ка! Tov Үіду тду éva ка! трд питат TOV aidvov Kal 
прдафатоу ката таз дєѓас ypapàs ojoAoyrjoeis. 


[12] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY AYTOY KE®AAAIOY 


ө, 2 5 € wv x ` , , + ` > 
Qorrep ets pév €or ó дудрсутов, ¿xet де gúcets Quagópovs 600, kai кат 
» š , у \ А ` > ^ ^ ` 

dAdo pev Aoyilerat, кат’ а до де то ÀoyucÜev évepyet—dvy$ иё>» 


[10] Д 2-6 (ка! тайтув ... просвет): Joan. Dam., Cfr. Jac., Test. 2 (144, по. 90); ll. 4-8 (ка! 
тайтув... emAnpwaer): Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 5 (55,1. 26-56, 1. 4; tr. 39,11. 15-21) 

[11] Ps.-Justinus, ibid. (PG 6, 1225 A6-14; Otto IV, 36, 382 A1-8). СЕ etiam: Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 5 
(56, Il. 4-12; tr. 39, Il. 21-8); Doctr. Patr. 13, VII (83, 1. 16); Niceph., Antirrh. П, Test. 41 (361, ll. 1-13); 
Theor, Disp. (145 А); Flor. Len. 131, Test.77; Flor. Vat 1455, Test. 13; ll. 10-11 (ӧтоу...Аєубиєуа): Sev., 
Ctr. Gram. HI, 6 (89, 1. 29—90, 1. 2; tr. 63,11. 8-9); ibid. (102,1. 16-18; tr. 71,11. 25-6); 1. 10-11 (отау... 
Aeyój.eva) et 13 (екдотув... púoews): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon. (1825 C11-14) 

[12] Bs.-Justinus, ibid. 11 (PG 6, 1225 B14-C6; Otto IV, 38-40, 382 C6-D3). Cf. etiam: Syn Lat. (304, 
П. 4-9); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 3 (144, no. 91); 


УОС [10] 2 тайттуЈоап. Рат. post vnddv add. дррутФв Sev. 3 post oiovei add. 
Tis Ps.-Just. codd. meliores ante uépos add. où V 4 ка! om. Sev. — одакфаав om. 
Sev. 5 rotrov: avrov Ps.-Just. ante кат add. ко! Sev. даро mpoeÀ0cov: проАдеу 
(прое Мер codd. А A*[E*] V) дро Ps.-Just.; проеАдфъ, dupw o00(60as Sev; dupe троўАдєу 
Joan. Dam. 

[11] 10 пер! om. Leont. Jer., Flor. Len. 131 кат дА Асет Theor. 11 ué ти пето 
Flor. Len. 131 12 ауӨротєіа: dvOpwrrivy Ps.-Just. (txt. codd. BDG) post дудропейа 


add.qócoevG post Лоу:Ќорєуоѕ add. picer Ps. Just. codd. A A"E"V, Theor. 14 тфу om. 
Ps.-Just. (txt. codd. D'MV), Theor. 

[12] 17 óorep: ws yàp Ps.-Just; фопер yàp Doctr. Patr. ó om. Leont. Jer. post púoets 
add. êv ваотф Ps.-Just. — бйо ante д:афброоѕ transp. Ps.-Just. codd. AA°DGV; om Ps.-Just. cod. B; 
ante póceis transp. Leont. Jer. 


18 post ev add. yàp Joan. Dam. 
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descended from the Davidic race through an announcement to it, for the sake 
of the divine plan. And entering into her womb, like a divine seed he formed a 
temple for himself, a perfect human being, taking part of her nature and giving 
it substance in the shape of a temple; and entering this by strict union, coming 
forth as Son of God in both natures—for the Son comes from God, both as 
divine and as human—so he brought to fulfillment God's plan for us. 


11. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
SAME TREATISE, CHAPTER 17 


When you hear, then, opposite expressions about the one Son, divide what is 
said, accordingly between the natures: if there is something great and divine, 
attribute it to the divine nature, but if there is something small and human, 
reckon it as part of the human. For so you will avoid disharmony among the 
attributes, if each nature receives what it is meant to have, and you will confess 
the Son as one, existing before all ages and yet new, according to holy Scripture. 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME CHAPTER 


As the human being is one, but has two different natures, and reasons by one, 
but puts reasoning into action by the other—for he reasons by the rational soul, 
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^ / > СА ^ , А 4 ` \ \ \ 
voepG Лоугабриетов, el TUXOL, той TÀo(ou THY ойитаё, xepot дё тд vomÜev 
ех Ф y 
eis перас dyer обтов ó У105, eis Фу kai úo giae, ката Ати дєў Tas 
feoonpias eipyalero, кат GAAnv де то, тате, паредехето. 


[13] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


“Овпер yàp HETA THY ёоо той протоудгои фотдѕ mpós TO }Аокду 
^ 5 Y > A» $ P # Г. 5 ` ` ` L4 5 £ 
oda, одк ду Tis адта da ОА Асо диедов, OSE TOV uev jov idialdvTws 
f 3 ` г ` ГА > > Ф t- p ха ` ` 
коАсог ойде máAw qos ÓmpTuéves, GAN «в ó àros Kal êv TO pws 
Аёуєтол, ойто èri той дЛ1бсуой pwròs Kal той Tavayiov aca Tos ok 
£/ ^ 
ду Tis ето: pera THY Evwow тд uev кехоргоретоу Yidv otov Tov Üctov 
/ ` ` ? ` » > en > 7” ` ` 5 ` е 2 
Aóyov, тд де otov тду GvOpwrov оду Yidv, GAN éva Kal тду айтди катера. 
voden WS Ev qos Kal éva HALov, тб те óexÜév pws тб те деЕдиетот dpa. 
/ е a \ $ ` Ф [4 T ` lá е ` ^ € A 
IláAw ws êv uév pas ка! ets 7Аов, púoeis де 670, т) ие” Pwros, ý де 
, Ф ^ Ka > 00 7 ` е ey е A a M ` 
couaros тАвакод, обто) кдуто.0да: ets uev ó Yids ó kai Kúpuos ка! Христос 
коі Movoyevis, pvcers де 800, т) ev rèp Has, 7 де Претера. 
Kai ай domep той фотдв, Å paws éovw ev, THY évépyeuav ойк йу т< 
# ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 
xcpíaeie той owparos олтоў той SexTiKod, TH Adyw де дорду ууорісєіє 


[12 cont.] Flor. Len. 131, Test. 74; Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 44 (204-5; 1); Doctr. Patr. 15, VI (93, 
11.17-17; 1); p. 190, Il. 17-18 (Qozrep ... évepyet) et p. 192, ll. 2-3 (Ovr«s ... паредехето): Leont. Jer, 
Ctr. Mon., Test. 41-2 (1825 C14-D4) 

[13] Ps.-Justinus, ibid. 12 (PG 6, 1229 C8-1232 A13; Otto IV, 46-50, 385 A5-C6). Cf. etiam: Flor. 
Len. 131, Test. 75-6; 1l. 12-14 (els Atos ... Пиетера): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 43 (1825 D5-8); 
p.192,1.15 - p.194,1.3 (orep ... урорісєіє»): Syn. Lat. (304,1l. 11-15); Conc. Const. Ш (424 B9-C3); 
Doctr. Patr. 15, VII (93,11. 20-1) 


УОС [12 cont] 1 ante voepG add. yàp Ps.-Just. rv: той С — xepot де om. Ps.-Joan. 
Mar. бё om. Ps.-Just., Joan. Dam. 2 mépas: пеграт Syn. Та. dyer àywv Syn. Lat., 
Doctr. Patr. Yiòs: Хротдв Doctr. Patr. 3 eipyácaro VO; épydlerar Leont. 
Jer. тптарєд ато OG, Leont. Jer., Syn. Lat. 

[13] 6 aùra post дА Аси transp. Ps.-Just. 7 kaAéae: V, Ps.-Just. codd. BG, Flor. Len. 
131 ойбё: тд де Ps.-Just. ante pds add. то Flor. Len. 131 — efs ó 7А(0в ка! év тб qos 
Aéyerau: els Моз тд qos A€yerat perà To офиатов Ps.-Just. codd. D'M (om. werd той 
owparos codd. CEF) 9 +ó деи: тду еи V, Ps.-Just. (txt. cod. C; rv ev cod. D; om. cod. V) 
кехорореусв Ps.-Just. (txt. cod. С) — Üetov: @eóv Ps.-Just. codd. AA*BDV; @eod Ps.-Just. 
cod. G 10 тд» дудреутоу: тд дудротіроу rvxóv О то дє olov тд» GvOpwrrov oOx 
Yidv: тд» де Yióv rov &vÜpcrrov Ps.-Just. codd. CD* (E) ЕМ; тд» де талу ody Yióv olov тд» 
дудротоу Ps.-Just. codd. AAPBDE°G 11 тб re kai rò O 12 ante талу add. 
кої G 13 ets реу ó Yids 6 ка! Kópuos: eis шеу Yids ó (xai: Ps.-Just. exc. codd. BDGV) 
Кбрьов OG, Ps.-Just., Leont. Jer. 15 kai aĝĝıs: той adrod Flor. Len. 131; коё a Ps.-Just. 


codd. A A*E*; om. G, Syn. Lat., Conc. Const. Ш «Фостер... évépyeiav: orep èni той фотдѕ Å 
pos вот év тӯ évepyeia Ps.-Just. codd. AA*E*; фотер ет! той pwros THY évépyerav Ps.-Just. 
codd. ВОС; фапер ет! той фотдв qos ori TH evepye(g б ойк äv Ps.-Just. codd. CD'EFM; 
Фотєр той фотбс ёст: pars êv, THY де évépyeiav Ps.-Just. cod. V 
Lat. 15 доард»: dveAdv Ps.-Just., Conc. Const. Ш 


16 хорђсєіє Syn. 
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say, how to build a ship, but brings what he has thought out to final realization 
by his hands; so the Son, who is one subject and two natures, works divine 
revelation by one [nature] and undertakes humble tasks by the other. 


13. AND LATER ON 


Just as, after the union of the first-created light with the body of the sun, one 
would not divide them from one another, nor speak of the sun by itself or of 
light as something separate, but rather the sun and light are spoken of as one, so 
when speaking of the true light and the all-holy body one would not refer to 
one reality as Son by himself, because he is the divine Word, and to the other as 
not Son, because he is a human being; but one will understand both as one and 
the same—as one light and one sun, the light that is received and the body that 
received it. And again, as the light is one thing and the sun another, but the 
natures two—one of the light, the other of the body of the sun—so also here: 
there is one Son, who is Lord and Christ and Only-begotten, but two natures: 
one above us, the other our own. 

And again, just as no one would separate the activity of the light, because 
light is one thing, from the body that receives it, but by a rational division would 
recognize 
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M LA ? 5 307 £ $ A A > ` a ел е ^ ^ ^ 
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^ ^ ^ е ^ 
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Ñs дати» olketov rò ywópevov TQ Adyw ууорісєіє». 


[14] TOY ATIOY EIPHNAIOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
AOYTAOYNOY KAI MAPTYPOZ 


e \ e ` ? x 0 Ам $ ^ 
Qorrep yàp ý котдв keypvowuévy Eowber кал ёбодєу ypvoiw кадард 
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^^ / , э ` ^ ^ , о > 
TÔ бус косиойиетог, ЕЕ обет де r@ Пуебиат: pauópuvóuevov, iva ёё 
брфотёроу тд перифамев TOY púoewv émideix03. 


[15] TOY ATIOY TIIIIOAYTOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
KAI MAPTYPOZ'EK TQN’EYAOTIQN TOY ВАЛААМ 


“Iva, дє:09 тд cuvaypdrepov čywv év énur@, THY те той деой ойаат ка! 

M > 3 , е y е 5, ГА / “ / ^ ` 
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дудротаз, dvOpwros Xpvorós Ingots”: “б де рєсіттѕ évós дудротгои où 

£ за га А ў x 5 1 M ^ $ э , ГА 
yiverat, àÀAà дбо), ёдє: оду Tov Христо», Oco ка! аудротоу цес!тту 
yiwópevov, пар üpqorépov appapadvda tia eiAnpévat, iva gavíj ддо 
просото Leo (TTS. 

[15] 13-141 Tim. 2.5 14-15 Gal.3.20 

[14] Ps.-Irenaeus, Fr. 8 (геуега Hippolytus, De Libro Primo Regum, Quae de Helcana et Samuele: cf. 
G. Jouassard, RevSR 17 (1937), 290-305), hic primo Graece inventum (cf. PG 7, 1233 A13-18; ed. 
Harvey, Adv. Haer. II, 479). Cf. etiam: Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Fr. Syr. 118 (46, ll. 1154-9); 
Anast. Sin., Ной. X.1.2.186-90 (157); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 1 (143, no. 89); Flor. Marc. 573, ff. 
34"; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 46; Sev., Ctr. Gram., Ш, 40 (275, Il. 24-9; tr. 202,1. 34-203, L 2; t); Flor. BM 
Syr. Add. 12157, f. 198 (1) 

[15] Hippolytus, De Benedictione Balaam, fragmentum Graecum unicum. (cf. GCS I, 2, 82) 
СЕ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 88; Il. 12-13 (iva ... dvOpcb7rwv): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 85 (1836 
C9-12); Il. 12-14 (йа... Tyoods): Flor. Marc. 573, f. 30" 


VOG [13 cont] 1 post évós add. povoyevods Ps.-Just. codd. ВОС; add. ет! той Movoyevois 
Ps.-Just. codd. AA*(E*)V, Conc. Const. Ш  Yio6: Хротой Syn. Lat. 2 тїз pâs om. 
Syn. Lat.  yvyvópevov G, Ps.-Just. codd. CD'EFM — r@ Adyw om. G 3 yrwpiceser: 
хорісєєу С 

[14 | 5 AOYPAQNOY V; AOY'AONON O; AYTAQNOZ G KAI МАРТҮРОХ om. 
OG 6 yapom.Anast.Sin. ёёодєу кол ёсо)дєу Flor. Marc. 573 Ту ante ётшбєъ transp. 
Joan. Dam. 7 kalom. Joan. Dam, Flor. Len.131 то? Хротоброз oda. transp. Anast. 
Sin. 8 paiðpvvóuevov: фроиробиетот OG, Joan. Caes., Sev., Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Flor. 
Marc. 573 9 rôv фбсєоу: адтод Sev. ёт:дєгхбў: дєў Anast. Sin., dvaderxO7 Joan. 
Dam. 

[15] 11 post ЕК add. THY ЕРМНМЕТАХ Flor. Marc. 573 ВАЛААМ: АВРААМ O, Flor. 
Marc. 573 12 post iva add. д« O 13 ó Ипдотодов: IiaóÀos Flor. Len. 
131 15 peoirny ante Өєод transp. G 16 усудиетоу V, Flor. Len. 131 
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the nature of which it is the proper activity, so one would not separate the 
whole activity of the single Son of God from his one Sonship, but one would 
recognize by reason what comes to be, as proper to the nature from which 
it comes. 


14. BY ST IRENAEUS, BISHOP OF 
LYONS AND MARTYR 


As the ark was gilded on the outside and on the inside with pure gold, so the 
body of Christ was pure and without blemish, made beautiful on the inside by 
the Word, and on the outside resplendent with the Spirit, so that from both 
sources the beauty of the natures might be revealed. 


15. BY ST HIPPOLYTUS, BISHOP AND MARTYR, 
FROM *THE BLESSINGS OF BALAAM" 


In order that he might be shown to have in himself both the essence of God and 
that of human beings (as the Apostle says, "the mediator of God and human 
beings, the human Christ Jesus" (1 Tim. 2.5); “and there is no mediator 
[consisting] of a single human" (Gal. 3.20), but of two), it was therefore 
necessary for Christ, who was mediator between God and the human race, to 
take some part from both sides, so that he might be revealed as the mediator of 
two persons. 





un 
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[16] TOY ATIOY IIETPOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
AAESANAPEIAZ KAI MAPTYPOZ'EK TOY ПЕРІ 
THX TOY XZOTHPOZ'HMON EIIIAHMIAX 


Кол тф Tovda pyai-“pidjpari тду vidv тод дудрсутои mapadidws;” Tatra 
TÁ те ToUTOLS Ô OLA, TA те ONpEla mávra à émoígoe Kal at Suvdpes, 
Ocíkvvow айтду elvat деду ёраудршттђсаута: та ovvaypdrepa. Toivuv 
де(куутал бт: beds Hv pice Kal yéyovev avOpwros púoet. 


[17] TOY ATIOY KYPIAKOY ЕПІХКОПОҮ THX ПАФОҮ KAI 
ОМОЛОГНТОТ ЕК TOY"EIZ TA 9OEOOANIA AOTOY. 
EIZ AE КАГОУТОХ ESTI ТОМ ЕМ NIKAIA 


«а 5 ^ ^» M “е / 3 е ` е + А > 

Os év popp Ocol; pnoiv, “дтарҳоу, ойх дрпогуиди ўуђсато TO elvai 
у ^ 5 + | ` е ГА M # ГА » Ба \ ^ 
too, Oed, GAN éavróv ékévwoev, рорфту SovAov ЛаВат” Ei 1) цор) тод 
деой ion ёст! той Oeod, ка! réAeuos éróyyave Ocós, kai 7 цорфт) тод 
добЛои réAetos дудроутов: тобто yàp idore т} два. урар): réAeuos оду 
êv дифотералз rats ода(олв ó Хр.отд5, биоойопов TH деф xai Патр кол 
Spoovoros тӯ Пардеуф ко! илүтрї. диттор dvo тора Патрдв, дт тор 
кбто TAPA илтрбс. 


[16] 4 Luc. 22.48 [17] 11-12 Phil. 2.6-7 

[16] Petrus 1 Alexandrinus, De Adventu Salvatoris Nostri, Fragmentum. (PG 18, 512 А [Lat.]; 521 
C2-6 [е Justn.) Cf. etiam: Tim. Ael Ref Conc. Chalc, Test. 5; Flor. Marc. 573, f. 31'; 
Flor. Len. 131, Test. 89; I 4-7 (raóra. ... qoe): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test 138 (29, ll. 22-3); 
Il. 6-7 (та cuvayspdrepa ... púgeú: Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 80 (1836 B2-3) 

[17] Cyriacus Paphensis, Fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. П, Test. 42 
(361, 11, 18-22) Flor Len. 131, Test 90; 1. 11-15 (Og ... Xpuoros): Flor. Marc. 573, 
f. 34". Huius fragmenti etiam mentionem faciunt: Sev., Ctr. Gram. III, 39 (180, ll. 25-31), ut a Joan. 
Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., citati; Photius, Bibl., Cod. 229 (996 В6-7; 1020 B2-6), ut ab Ephr. Am., Ad 
Domn. et Joan., citati 


VOG [16] 3 НМОМ om. С 5 тйута om. Flor Marc. 573 à: боа Justn. 
6 Oeucvóovoww У Üeóvante «Гол transp. О «рог ante адтду transp. Flor. Marc. 573; om. 
Justn. 76 cvvauqórepov Leont. Jer. 7 бейкуиута б yéyovev: éyévero Justn. 

[17] 8 KYPIAKOY: КҮРІЛЛОҮ О THE om. O 10 OYTOZ: AYTOZ 
VG ‘EXTIom.O 11 ôs: @eós Niceph.; as Flor. Len. 131 фуайи post úrápywv transp. 
14 oóv om. V 15 rais om. Flor. 

16 ка“ om. Flor. Len. 131 


O; post џорфӯ transp. Flor. Marc. 573 тд om. V 
Marc.573 ó om. Flor. Marc. 573 ante Потр! add. +@ G 
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16. BY ST PETER, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA 
AND MARTYR, FROM HIS WORK ABOUT THE 
PRESENCE AMONG US OF OUR SAVIOR 


And he says to Judas, “Do you betray the son of man with a kiss?" These words 
and others like them, all the signs that he did and his miracles, reveal him to be 
God made human. Both things taken together, then, reveal that he was God by 
nature and became a human being by nature. 


I 17. BY ST CYRIACUS, BISHOP OF PAPHOS AND 
CONEESSOR, FROM HIS SERMON ON THE THEOPHANY; 
HE WAS AMONG THOSE PRESENT AT NICAEA 


“Existing in the form of God,’ Scripture says, “he did not consider being equal 
to God as something to hold fast to, but he emptied himself, taking on the form 
of a servant” (Phil. 2.6-7). If the form of God is equal to God, and he was in fact 
perfect God, so too the form of the servant was a perfect human being—for that 
is what the Holy Scripture teaches. Being complete, then, in both substances, 
Christ is consubstantial to God the Father and consubstantial to the Virgin his 
mother. On high, he was without mother and came from the Father; down here, 
he was without father and came from his Mother. 
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[18] TOY ATIOY 4@ANA2ZIOY ЕК TOY ПЕРІ 
TPIAAOX TPITOY AOT'OY. TAYTH£Z ДЕ ЕММНХӨН 
ТНУ XPHXEQZ KAI'O MAKAPIOZ KYPIAAOZ EN 
TH ПРОХ MONAXTAZ EIIIZTOAH 


` F ` ` ^ + A e £ x 
Хкопов Toivuv kai характур THS Belas ypaqfjs, ws пойАдкив єїторєу, 
дитАўу «Фра ту пер! той a«ríjpos дтаууеМат év abrf бті те Kal де! 

` 5 i» е ey P ^" % 7 ГА ` L4 ^ ^ 
бєд< Hv ка! &aviv ó Yids, Aóyos dv ка! àrabyaopa ка! copia той Патрдв, 
Kal Ort varepov, 8t Huds oôpa AaBwv ёк mra pÜévov тв деотвкои Mapías, 
дудротоѕ yéyovev. 


[19] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY KATA AIIOAINAPIOY A' AOTOY 


ГА 
‹...› абтдв дє yevóuevos дудраутов où rpaneis els дудрантои opp? обте 
` M 5 СА vo ^ А ^ 5 ^ 5 > A 
пардау тту аудротоо Опар с” скиоє:ў тту деи émouctro, А àv 
qoe: Üeós, усууйтал avOpwros, iv els ў та катера, réAevos катӣ távra, 
> 
фосику Kal dAnbeorarny yévvqaw émiderEdpevos. 


[20] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


Кол ойт ду Aéyovro réAeios дед5 kai réAevos avOpwros ó Xpuorós оду 
dis тў дейк?з reAeiórv)ros eis dvOpwrivyny reAeiórgra uerasrowÜeíans, $ 


[18] Athanasius, Contra Arianos Ш, 29 (PG 26,385 A8-14) СЕ etiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Dom. VII, 
29 (CSEL 17, 387-8); Cyr. Alex, Ad Mon. Aeg. (12, ll. 5-8); Sev, Ctr. Gram. Ш, 24 (31, 
11. 11-17; tr. 22, ll. 19-24); ibid. 33 (135,11. 6-12; tr. 97,1. 32-98, 1. 3); ibid. 37 (234,1.27-235,1.2; tr. 172, ll. 
22-7); Ad. Serg. II (117,11. 20-6; tr. 88,11. 8-14); Doctr. Patr. 4,1 (29,1. 14) 

[19] Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem 1,7 (PG 26, 1105 А14-В5). СЕ etiam: De Sect. IX, Test. 1; 
Niceph., Antirrh_IL Test.23 (354,1117-18);FlorLen.131,Test.71; —1L12-14 (GAW’...émderEdpevos): 
Leont. Byz., DTN, Test. 57; Eulog., Or. IV, Test. 2 (V, 35, Il. 2-4); Doctr. Patr. 7, XI (52,1. 4) 

[20] Athanasius (?) ibid. I, 16 (PG 26, 1121 С15-1124 A7). Cf. etiam: Pamph. VI (167. 
П. 237-46) ; Niceph., Antirrh. III, Test. 24 (354, Il. 20-1); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 72 


УОС [18] 1 ATIOY: MAKAPIOY У СЕК TOY от. G 
4 MONAZTAZ: TOYZ MONAZONTAZ О 5 post тойлуу add. обтоѕ Athan., 
Cyr Өєіас: dyias Athan. codd. RS, om. cett. <Ëov Doctr. Patr. 6 бил обв С 
вол: а С. поууеМол Athan. codd. RS, Cyr. codd. PDRA, Doctr. Patr. codd. AP  дуадтй 
om. Doctr. Рам. «ai om. G, Athan., Cyr. 7 kai €or б Yids: ка! Yiós ват: Athan. 
codd. RS, Doctr. Patr. cod. P; om ó Cyr. 8 oôpa: ойрко, Athan., Joan. Cass., Cyr., Sev., 
Doctr. Рай. rûs деотвкои om. Athan. cod. Harl. 

[19] 11 aġròs: ó Adyos De Sect. è om. Athan. ante dvOpdmou add. roô Athan 
12 скоби О деи: деи Flor. Len. 131 пепойто G ante dv add. ó Athan., Leont. 
Byz. DTN, Eulog., Doctr. Patr. 14 усик? kai àdàyBeorárqv yévvgow émie£ánevos: 
Oeds kai буброутов ó айтб< Eulog. ante yévvnow add. тт» Athan. codd. RS, Leont. Byz. DTN 

[20] 16 ante дебв add. ó Pamph. кай om. OG, Pamph. 17 perarroinbeions: 
tera BÀm0e(oms Pamph. 


2 TPITOY om. V 


б: ózrep Pamph. 
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18. BY ST ATHANASIUS, FROM HIS 
THIRD DISCOURSE ON THE TRINITY; THE 
BLESSED CYRIL ALSO RECALLED THIS TEXT 
IN HIS LETTER TO THE MONKS 


The aim, then, and the mark of Holy Scripture, as we have often said, is double, 
with respect to the proclamation it makes about the Savior: that he was always 
God and is the Son, being the Word and resplendence and wisdom of the Father, 
and that later, taking up a body from the Virgin Mary, the God-bearer, for our 
sakes, he became a human being. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
FIRST BOOK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


... and he, when he became human, was not changed into human form, nor did 
he disregard human existence to make a show out of shadows, but being God 
by nature he was begotten as a human being, so that he might be one in respect 
to both, perfect in every respect, revealing in himself a natural and utterly true 
birth. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME BOOK 


And so Christ might be spoken of as perfect God and perfect human being: not 
in that his godly perfection was transformed into human perfection, which is 
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5 3 ` SA А + P. / \ / е 2 
ёоти доеВев: ойде umu ws дйо reAeio rro катӣ Siaipeow биодоуочиеис, 
6 éarw аААбтріоу єдсєВєіос: одде xarà прокопту дрет?в Ñ mpóoàmpw 
$ » А Z ЗА \ p v ә ^ UU» Ф > ` 

ikarocúvns—uů) yévovro- GAAd Kal? mapé ауєААєитӣ, й” ets Ӯ та, 
ёкатєра, réAeios кота mávra Üeós Kal дудраутов 0 aùrós. 


[21] TOY ATIOY BAZIAEIOY ЕК TOY 
IIPOX'EYNOMION A’ AOTOY 


'"Eyo yàp кої тд“ёу poppy дєод отарҳєи”” toov Sivacbar тф èv одсѓо leot 
bmápxew pnu as yap тд “шору avetAnpevat ŠoúÀou” èv тў одоѓа THs 
дудротбтутов Tov Kipiov ńuðv yeyevíjo0a. onpuaiver, otrw Ауоу “èv 
poppi деой Опархен” тўс Өєїа< одоѓоѕ парістто: тт LL órmra. 


[22] TOY AYTOY' EK TOY IIPOZ'EYNOMION 4' ЛОГОҮ 


Annréov тойуу тд uév “¿yévvmoev” еп! той деой Yiob, тд “ктісє» еп! 
той THY шорт той дойЛои Aaßóvros: v тва: де Toúrous où дйо Леуоцет, 
деду idig ка dvOpwrov idiq—els yap iv—GAAa кат еп рова rhv ékáo Tov 
ooi Хоубиеда. 


[21] 6-10 Phil. 2.6-7 


[21] Basilius, Adversus Eunomium I, 18 (ed. В. Sesboüé, SC 299.236, 1. 9-15; PG 29, 552 C7-553 
A2). СЕ etiam: Thdt, Eran. IL Test. 39 (166, H. 13-17); Conc. Chale, Ad Marc. (114, 
I. 7-10); Vat. Gr. 1431, IL, 32 (38, ll. 1-5); Joan. Caes, Аро. Conc. Chalc, Frag. Syr. 75 (30, 
Il. 703-9); Pamph. VI (168, Il. 248-53); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 6 (145, no. 94); Flor. Marc. 
573, f. 32°; Flor. Edes., Test. 31 (29, ll. 1-6;1) 

[22] Ps.-Basilius, Adversus Eunomium IV (revera probabiliter Didymus, De Dogmatibus et Contra 
Arianos T. PG 29, 704 C5-9). СЕ etiam: Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid. (84, ll. 28-31); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. 
Chalc., Frag. Syr. 71 (29, ll. 664-75; 1); Sev., Ctr. Gram. III, 7 (117,1.28-118,1.3; tr. 85, Il, 18-23; 1); ibid. 
ILL, 33 (139,11. 3-7; tr. 100,1. 27-31; 1); Il. 12-13 (Anaréov ... AaBdvros): Syn. Hispal. XII, Test. 10 (566 
E12-567 A4; 1); Il. 13-16 (où duo ... Аоу:ббиєда): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 20 (1821 A9-12; 1); 
1l. 14-15 (449... Хоу ббиева): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 43 (19,11. 396-9) 


[20 cont.] 1 одде, ойте Athan., Flor. Len. 131 2 ante edoeBelas add. тв Pamph. 
ойде: ойте де Athan. Ñ: xal Athan. 3 áveMurf; С, Flor. Len. 131 tva. Athan., Pamph., 
Flor. Len. 131 4 réÀevos om. Pamph. eds kat dvOpwros ó abrés: дудроутов Pamph. 
ante дуйротгов iter. réAevos О 

VOG [21] 5 post BAZIAEIOY add.'EIIIZKOIIOY V 7 Tóom.V  +@: +ó V, Flor. 
Marc. 573; тоб Vat. Gr. 1431 ante беой add. той Flor. Marc. 573 дво0 om. Vat. Gr. 1431; post 
bmápxew transp. V 8 Опархеси om. Joan. Dam. 9 тд» Kópiwv ђифу ante èv тӯ 
obaía transp. Joan. Caes. róv Ku prov tuv: тод Kupiov fjv соб Xpworo? Conc. Chalc. cod. 
Bo иду om. Joan. Рат. ante yeyevio0a: add айтду Joan. Caes. — yeyevvíjota. Basil. 
codd. DGLMNY усубова OG, Pamph; ante Àéywv add. ó Thdt. (txt. codd. IV), Flor. 
Edes. Аус: де ко! то Basil; rò Aéyew Joan. Dam. 10 rijs Üeías одоіаѕ: THs odaias 
тїз дейк?в Conc. Chalc. odcias: gúcecos Flor. Marc. 573 ante паріоттон add. mávrws OG, 
Pamph.; post тарісттог add. mávrws Basil., Conc. Chalc., Vat. Ст. 1431 16,órmra: дрога G 

[22] П 4’AOrOY: A’ ЛОГОҮ 0; Г AOFOY V; ЛОГОҮГ' G 12 тойлли: 
оду Ps.-Basil,Justn. тод Oeod Үіоб: rot Yiod той Өєой О 15 Хоубвието: Justn. 
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an impious thought; nor indeed in that two kinds of perfection are confessed in 
distinction [from each other], which is foreign to religious piety; nor by way of 

rogress in virtue or the acquisition of righteousness—far from it! But in an 
existence that lacks nothing, so that both may be a single subject, the same one 
is God and a human being, perfect in every way. 


21. BY ST BASIL, FROM HIS FIRST BOOK 
AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


For I say that the phrase, "existing in the form of God" (Phil. 2.6), can also be 
seen as equivalent to "existing in the substance of God” For just as "taking 
up the form of a servant" (Phil. 2.7) means that our Lord has come to be in 
human substance, so saying he "exists in the form of God" presents to us the 
characteristic of the divine substance. 


22. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FOURTH BOOK AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


The phrase “he begot" is to be taken, then, as referring to God the Son, but "he 
created" as referring to the one who took on the form of a slave. In all these 
things, we do not speak of two—God by himself and the human by himself— 
for they were one; but by a mental stratagem we conceive of the nature of each. 
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[23] TOY ATIOY ГРНГОРІОҮ TOY ӨЕОЛОГОҮ 
ЕК TOY AIIOAOT'HTIKOY 


Тобто ý keveÜctoa дебтуб, тодто ñ mpooXqgÜctoa одрё, тодто ў каш? 
L4 4 ` > ` 5 5 ` 7) € $ 3 й ?] 
е ^ 
„ас, Beds ка! dvÜpcrrros, ëv Е dupoiv kat ÓV évds дигртера. 


[24] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY EIE TA ГЕМЕӨЛІА 


Япеот Ат шеу, аЛ ос дудрсутов: sirios yap ñv, пе! ка! ékomíacev Kai 
ётєйтоєу ка! ед таг ка! ђуоуѓасєу ка! ёдакросєу vouw púÚcecos. 


[25] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY ПЕРІ 'YIOY В AOT'OY 


^ ` 5 е ^ 5 Га \ ` ` ^ ? > ` 
Taira uev оду т» etijo0c прдв rovs тб ше бот корлтабоута<- дедо де 
Aéyovro ду o) тод Aóyov, той ópwuévov дё. [Ids yap av etn той кор(ос 
^ ГА €, ` ` > ^t 2 A /, £ ` А 
G«o0 Өє05; "датер ка: Паттр où тод ópwuévov, той Aóyov де. Kai yàp 


[23] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 2, 23 (ed. J.Bernardi, SC 247, 120, c. 23, Il. 3-5; PG 35, 432 B15- 
C2). Cf. etiam: Eulog., Orat. IV (V, 35,1l. 5-8); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 11 (146, no. 99; t); Doctr. Patr. 
2, II (11,1.9; 1); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 104 (41, 1, 1020-2; 1); Cod. Novar. 30, Test. 88 
(93, 1. 31-3); I. 3-4 (калит)... åupórepa): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 3 (1817 C11-12) 

[24] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 38, 15 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 138, c. 15, Il. 1-3; PG 36, 328 
C11-14). Cf. etiam: Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 45 (168, ll. 2-4); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 5 (22,1. 5-7); Tomus II, Test. 
13 (124, ll. 28-30); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc. Frag. Syr. 105 (42,11. 1031-4); Sev, Ctr. Gram. Ш, 37 
(233,1. 22-4; tr. 171,11.28-30); Ad Serg. IT (115,11. 22-4; tr. 86,11. 24-6); Leont. Byz., CA, Test. 11; De Sect. 
IX; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 2; Flor Vat. 1455, Test. 19; Doctr. Patr. 7, X (52, 1. 2; 4); 1. 1 (&mreováAn ... у): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 22 (1821 B13-14); Doctr. Patr. 4, IV (30,1. 7); Sev, Ad Neph. II (42, lL. 17-18; 
tr. 31,11 28-9); Ctr. Gram. П, 23 (20,11. 29-30; tr.14, Il. 31-2); 116-7 (епе!... [@úoecos]): Sev., Antijul. 
(133,1. 16-tr. 103, Il. 10-12); ЇЇ. 6—7 (ка! [èreivnoer] ... púoews): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.5.51 £. (173) 

[25] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 30, 7-8 (ed. P. Gallay, SC 250 240, l. 16-242, 1. 13; PG 36, 113 
A6-B10; ed. A. J. Mason, 119 Е). Cf. etiam: De Sect. IX; ll. 2-5 (@eós ... o? Kvpícs): Ps.-Joan. Маг, 
Test. 8 (194, ll. 2-5); Doctr. Patr. 4, Ш (30, ll. 4-5); IL 2-7 (дедс... Патар): Pamph. УІ (168, 
1.255-60); 1. 11-р.204,1.3 (@eós ... ¿zr(Zeuéus): 


УОС [23] 3 post (sapé) айй. “et hoc est quod ex utroque mercamur” Dion. Exig. 4 ёё 
dugotv: ёк Svoiv Еш. (Фи... dupérepa): “ut per unum utrumque habere possumus” Dion. Exig. 

[24] 5 TA TENE@AIA: TO ПАХХА OG 6 GAN om. De Sect. ƏumÀoÓs ... впей 
Our) yàp ñv ý púois адтод (¿p айт: Leo, Joan. Caes.), ди Ае: то: éure08ev Thdt., Leo, Joan. 
Caes., Sev. (txt. Thdt. cod. P; ý púois айтой om. Thdt. cod. J) ante éxomiacev add. nü£ncev Kal 
Flor. Len. 131 ка! етейтову om. У“, De Sect. 7 émeívace Anast. Sin. коі éóüjgaev 
om. Flor. Len. 131 ка! jywviacev om. De Sect., Anast. Sin. убио q aeos: био афиатов 
Greg. Naz., Thdt. codd. SD, Sev., Doctr. Patr., Flor. Len. 131; dvOpwivov сфиатов убща Thdt. cett. 
(sed om. ávðpwrívov cod. D), Leo, Joan. Caes., Leont. Byz. CA, De Sect. 

[25] 8 ВЛОГОУ: ЛОГОҮ В V; А AOTOY O 9 оду om. De Sect. т> post 
єірђсдо transp. De Sect. єірєісбә V дедс: Kúpuos Pamph. VI, cod. V; $ om. 
Pamph. 10 Aéyovr' O, Pamph. VI, cod. V äv om. Flor. Len.131, ante Àéyouro transp. 
Pamph. ХУП тод корйов om. Pamph. VI [25] 6-7 Eph. 1. 17 [26] 10 (& ... 


тарта) cf. Joan. 1. 3 1-2 Eph. 3.17 
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23. BY ST GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS APOLOGETIC DISCOURSE 


This is the emptied divinity, this is the assumed flesh, this is the new mixture— 
God and a human being, one from both and both through one. 


24. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
ORATION ON CHRIST'S BIRTH 


He was sent, but as a human being—for he was double, since he labored and 
was hungry and thirsty and struggled and wept, by the law of nature. 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
SECOND ORATION ON THE SON 


Let this be our affirmation against those who make a lot of noise about the word 
“greater” (see John 14.28): he should be called the “God” not of the Word, but of 
the one who is seen. For how could he be God of one who is properly God? Just 
as he is Father not of the one who is seen, but of the Word. For 
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+ ^ е ` ` , > 3 3 ^ \ \ 5 7 > за РА 
T дито0в, Wore TO еи kvpi«s еп” ашроб, тд де од коріоѕ, GAN evarriag 
` 5 е ^ x е ^ M À £ ` 3 + Š 3 "4 ` 
N ép Nudv exer шоду рег yap корішѕ дедв, où корішѕ де Патўр. Ка; 
тодто бати” Ó morel rots atperucots ту пАфуту,! ту óvouára emilevers, 
ёталотторёуоу àv óvouárcv 800. тт» сбукрасти. Zmuetov ве: ўуіка at 
pvoeis дИстаттал, rais émuvolats соудьалрестал ка! тд. дубиата. Па Лоу 
/ 5 ç «е ` ^ А е A э ^ ^t 4 
Aéyovros ükovcov tva “ó Өє0 той Kupiov тиф со? Хрстод, б Потбр 
^ ^ ` ^ ` 
тўс dogs”. Хротой uev Beds, ris де déns Патӯр. Ei yàp kai +ó 
^ ^ ` 
cuvaugpórepov ëv, GAN од TH фдсє, TH 8 cvvddy. 


[26] TOY AYTOY’EK THE IPOS 
KAHAONION ЕПІХТОЛНХ A’ 


[7 M $ ` ^ / \ 2 ` \ < ^ ` 3 

Qs ка! то bia Хрстой yeyovévar тд. тйуто, ка! TÒ“kaToikeîv Xpuorov бу 
^ ^ s X 4 ^ ^5 

rais кардіолѕ иф» ov кат. TÒ qauvóuevov той @eoü AAA катӣ 


Scholion ad 25,1. 1 (rò uév ... хє) in calc. O: сЕ Appendicem II huius libri. 


[25] 6-7 Eph.1.17 [26] 11 (8:0... тарта)сЁЈоап. 1.3 11-12 (karoucetv ... fjv) Eph.3.17 

Pamph. XVII (256, ll. 112-18); p. 204, 1. 11 (@eds ... Adyou 82) et р. 204, ll. 4-5 (пийка... 
óvóp aa): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 18 (1820 011-1821 Аз); р. 202,1. 9 - p. 204,1. 9 (8eós ... 
съубда)): Theor., Disp. (140 D8-141 A11); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 60-1 (cum omissionibus); Thdt., Eran. 
П, Test 46 (168, Il. 6-16; 7); Justr. Ctr. Mon., Test. 136 (29,11. 10-18; 1); I1. 3-5 (ка! тобто... óvóp ara): 
Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 4 (114 [473], Il. 18-19: in aliquibus codd. om. 1. 4 [ётаААаттошёуошу... 
osykpacw]); ЇЇ, 2-8 (ai тобто ... cvvddq): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 14 (1493 А7-15; 1); ll. 4-5 
(onpeiov ... dvdpara): Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 A14-B2); ll. 4-8 (omuetov ... субб): Sev., Ad 
Neph II (41, Il. 16-22; tr. 31, Il. 2-8); Doctr. Patr. 2, Ш (11,1. 11); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 12 (146, no. 
100); ll. 4-8 (умка.... cvvddq): Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 8 (153, Il. 4-9; tr. 106, 1. 29-107, L 1); Justn., 
Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 8 (84,1. 34-6); Il. 6-7 (ci yàp... cvvddq): Sev., Exp. Fid., apud Doctr. Patr. 2, 
LI (25, Il. 14-15); Leont. Jer. Ctr. Mon., Test. 24 (1821 C9-10); Pamph. VI (158,11.20-1; 169,11. 261-2); 
Euth. Zig., Pan. VII (213 B5-6); Theor., Disp. (152 A11-12) 

[26] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Ep. 101, Ad Cledoniur I (ed. P. Gallay, SC 208, 48,1l. 15-20; PG 37, 181, 
C2-7). C£ etiam: p.204,1. 11 ~ p. 206,1. 1 (cbs Kal... калавол): Thdt. 


УОС [25] 1-2 wore ... [arp om. Flor. Len. 131 jud uèv yàp ... Потйр om. Pamph. 
XVII 2 а\ om. Greg. Naz., Pamph., Justn. Ctr. Mon., Theor. 7) om. O; ве ў Pamph. ée, 
Thdt. uév post xvpiws transp. Greg. Naz, Thdt. (txt. cod. J), Pamph. VI, Just. Ctr. Mon. 
Theor. post @eós add. 6 Өєб< Greg. Naz. Codd AD 4 émoMarrouévoy ... oÚykpacu 
om. Thdt (txt. cod. J), Conc. Chalc. codd. MW. Flor Len. 131 évaMrropévov 
Theor. — jmaAMarropévowv De Sect. тфу dvoudtwv тобто Thdt.cod.] ante тука. add. 
ws V 5 бъолрестал Euth. Zig. dxovere Пай. (txt. cod. J) t О 6 post ó дедс 
add. xai ITor?)p Joan. Dam. 7 Хротобики: тод èv Xptorod Flor.Len.131 katom. Thdt., 
Joan. Dam. 8 та ouvappórepa Pamph. ФЛ om. Pamph.! post соубёо add. тобтоу 
Greg. Naz. 

[26] 10 KAYAONION G А ЕШЕУТОАНХ О; ЕПІХТОЛНУ B' V В 
'EHIZTOAH£EG 11 ws: domepGreg.Naz.,Thdt. rò... ròom. Thdt. ante Хриотобайй. 
тоў Greg. Naz. codd. AS*DPC,'Thdt. +ó? om. G, Greg.Naz. 12 pov: орду Greg. Naz. 
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he was double, so that there is one proper, and another improper, predication 
for both—but in a way opposite to what holds good for us. For us, after all, he is 
properly God, but not properly Father. And this is what causes error for the 
heretics: the linking of names, so that they become interchangeable because of 
the mixture. A sign of this is when the natures are distinguished, the names, too, 
are divided along with the ideas. Hear Paul saying this: "The God of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, the Father of Glory" (Eph. 1.17). Of Christ heis God, but the Father 
of glory. If both are one thing, it is not by nature but by conjunction. 


26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS FIRST 
LETTER TO CLEDONIUS 


... So that also our affirmation that all things have come to be through Christ 
(John 1.3), and that "Christ dwells in our hearts" (Eph 3.17), are said not with 
regard to the earthly appearance of God but with regard to 
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voovpeEvor, kupvadévov @еттєр THY фбаест, ото д1) ка! TOV кАђсєоу, 
ка! тєрихоройсоу eis АА ав TH Àóyo THs cuuguias. 


[27] TOY ATIOY I'PHI'OPIOY ЕШУКОПОУ NYZH2 ЕК 
TOY IIPOZ AIIOAINAPION ANTIPPHTIKOY 


Ei ойу qvotkóv тў) сарк! тд ўуєшоуєдєоӣаль, кайсов уси 6 AroAMwápis, 
тусиотикду де тў pices то Üctov, ras 6 rara 8:802 би Е Фруйв elvai тд 
appdrepa TH qoae. Stopilerat, mácw дуто$ продђћоо ór, érepos той 
broxetpiou Kal GAXos той епьотатобитов ó Adyos, kal QÀÀo тд пефикдс 
обтуебодвои Kal érepov тай @ pvats тд туеиоиейеши Early; El оду èv rots 
évavríois дидиасии ý датерои тодтоу Üecpeirat pois, тўѕ саркдѕ Аеусо 
ко! тс дедтутоз, TAS ula at д0о púceus eiotv; 


[26cont.] Eran.1, Test.46 (104,1.15-18);112-3 (ipvapévo» ... ovjwpvías): Leont.Jer., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 19 (1821 А5-7); Pamph. IV (150, 1. 12-14) 

[27] Gregorius Nyssenus, Adversus Apollinarium 40 (ed. Е Mueller, GNO Ш/1.195, 1. 24-196, 
1.5; PG 45,1213 D5-1216 A9). СЕ etiam: Doctr. Patr. 2, XV (14,1. 31); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66,7 (485,11. 
10-23); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 191 (40,1. 38-41,1.2; Т); De Sect. IX (4; ut in У); Il. 9-11 (ё: оду... eloív): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 75 (1833, D7-9); Ephr. Am., Ad Поти. et Joan. (IV, 146,1. 22-4); Ad Or. Mon. 
(IV, 161,1. 26-162, |. 29); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 23 (149, no. 113); Doctr. Patr. 9, IV (60,11. 2—4); Euth. 
Zig., Pan. 16 (1080 С7-9); Theor., Disp. (153 015-156 АЗ); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 78; .11 (тс uta ai dbo 
pvoes eloív;): Eustathius (4441. 936); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1.2.81 Е (151) 


УОС [26] 2 oer ... kkjoecv: кАђсєоу ... púoewv Thdt. 

VG [27] Hoc testimonium om. O, transp. post test. 31 V. 3 'EIIIZKOIIOY om. V 
4 IIPOZ AIIOAINAPION ANTIPPHTIKOY: KATA AIIOAINAPIOY ХУКТАГМАТОХУ 
5-7 («i обу... tpodHAov) om. G 6 тӯ om. Doctr. Patr, Niceph. — «гол om. Doctr. Patr. 
єЇуол rà om. Niceph. ante Гол add. то De Sect. 9 évom.Euth.Zig. тої om. Flor. 
Len. 131 10 bmevavríow Theor. — датерои: ékarépov Leont. Jer., Justn.; repo. Ephr. 
Am., Ad Or. Mor. cod. A, Flor. Len. 131 Oecpetrau edpioxerat De Sect. ante capkós add. 
yap Euth.Zig. Post саркд add. re V, Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. Аєуо om. Doctr. Ран: 9, IV 
11 ante ша. add. ody Anast. Sin. piar Niceph. — oóceis om. G, Niceph., Euth. Zig., Theor. 
фйоєе eto(vom.Ephr.Am. Post eiaiv add. ITós де Üe(av (дебат туд Greg. Nyss.) коё odpavia 
сбркатєритАйсаєітф бус; ивЛАоудеадтду (om.DeSect.) троолтотаркої(троалтосарко< 
De Sect.) тбу Адуот,ойк окоторикфв ёт éoxárow ту (от. Greg. Nyss.) пиерфу т ñuerépav 
ОпеЛдбута (пе дбута, De Sect.) цорфту, GAN det тобто (тойтду De Sect.) тод ітрёттоо тў» 
cópka (тду втрепто” тв capkós De Sect), ка! той кабтуоуџёоо проадеводол, THY 
ýuerépav дутикрив Aéyer odpra, тђу tà тд трептду THs pÚúcecos cis Guapriav песобаал: el 
де brrepoupdvidv (émovpávióv De Sect.) ++ kai єѓоу сро, кайфс pyar, десоре? (Өєорєїтол 
Greg. Nyss.) тєрї róv Adyov, o08é rò трептду (дтрептогУ) атф mdvrws ката тд axdAovbov 
Siwo. V, De Sect. (= Greg. Nyss.: Mueller 196,11. 5-15; PG 45.1216 A9-B5) 
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what we know; as the natures are blended, so indeed are the terms we use for 
them, and they move interchangeably with each other, by reason of their 


growing together. 


27. BY ST GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS REFUTATION OF APOLLINARIUS 


If, then, it is natural for flesh to be guided, as Apollinarius says, and the divine is 
guide by its nature, how can someone who grants this lay it down that both are 
naturally one from the beginning? It must be more than clear to all that the 
structure of what is subject is one thing, and that of what is in command is 
another, and that what is naturally suited to be led along is one thing, and what 
has the nature to lead is yet another. If, then, the nature of each of these things 
is recognized in opposite characteristics—I mean those of flesh and of 
Godhead—how are the two natures one? 
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[28] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY KAT"EYNOMIOY А ЛОГОУ 


` Vi ЖЕ , ^ а» ? > \ 3 7 е be 
Tov уар "ueaírqv Өєод Kai дудрфпат,” Kalas Фубиасеу б Being 
> / 6 ` v е $ ^ ел # » € / , 
АтдотоЛов, obdev ойто ws тд тоб Yiod дєікуусі дуоро, скатера фӯсє, 
л А 
тӯ те дєіа kai dvOpwrivy, ката. ró toov épappoldpevov: ó yàp айтд< ка} 
` ». 3 ^ 
У10в «o0 оті, ка! vids дудраупои кат” olkovopíav éyévero- iva тў трд 
е е ^ ^ ^ 
ékárepov Kowwvia dv ёолтой сууйт rà д:єотдта тў gúcet. 


[29] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY B' ЛОГОҮ 


Пойа. рор) ётї тод máÜovs ратіЌєтал, ка! moia СЕ didiov до стол: 
Фоуерд. yàp тадта, кд ил] Tis epepunvedon т Абу, бті ай £v mAnyal 
тоб Soddov, êv ф б деотбтув, ai де тиа той дєстбтоо, пер! ôv ó добЛос. 
ws dua тђу avvágeidv тє Kal Guugpuíoy Kowd yevéoÜo, тд. Exarépov 
ашфбтєра, тод те дєстбтоо тойв OovAwo)s udwmas els éavróy 
dvadapBdvovros, kai тод долоо тў 8eomorucij 8o£aLouévov тциў. 


[30] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY A' AOTOY 


ITavraxod yap ту той дудроуте(ои mpos тд Üctov áváxpaaw ктрбаасит, 
ovdev йтто év ékarépq Tó :дгоу кайорд. 


[28] 21 Tim.2.5 


[28] Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium Ш, 1, 92 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 35, Il. 12-19; PG 45, 597 
B11-C5). СЕ etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon.130 (28, 1. 33-6); ЇЇ. 2-4 (róv yàp ... épappotóuevov): Leont. 
Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 27 (1821 06-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 79. 

[29] Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. III, 3, 66 (ed. W. Jaeger, П, 131, Il. 6-13; PG 45.705 С10-р3). СЕ 
etiam: Conc. Const. Ш (425 А7-В2; 1); Doctr. Patr. 15, ХІХ (97,11. 8-9; 7); 1.8 (той... Go£á Cera): 
Gelasius, De Duab, Nat., Test. 24° (549; 1); Ephr. Am., Ad Ог. Mon. (IV, 17), 127-9; 1); Anast. Sin., Hod. 
Х,1.2.78 Е (151); — 118-9 (ota ... бус): Thdt,, Eran. Ш, Test. 48 (241,11, 27-8); IL 8-10 (той... 
Soos): Fac Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. ХІ, 4 (340, 11. 9-13; 1); Il. 8-12 (той... dpipórepa) : Flor Vat. 1455, 
Test. 24 

[30] Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. III, 4, 13 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 138, Il. 18-19; PG 45, 716 A10-12). C£. 
etiam. Flor. Len. 131, Test. 4; Flor Vat. 1455, Test. 25a 


УОС [28] 1 AYTOY: АГТОҮ (MAKAPIOY V) ГРНГОРГОУ ЕШУКОПОУ NYXHX 
VO ‘EKTQNG A'omV A AOTOY от. О 2 тди: 76 Justn. уйрот. 
Leont.Jer,Justn. ante фубрасє add. ко! Leont. Jer. ^ dwópakev V — etos: шєудѕ Greg, 
Nyss., Justn. 3 Ятботодов om. О Yio: Хрото? Greg. Nyss. codd. VL; Kupíov Flor. 
Len.131 ante qóce:add. тӯ G, Greg. Nyss.cod. V 4 reom.V,Leont.Jer; post дєѓс transp. 
Greg.Nyss,Justn. ante аубротіуӯ add. c V 5 Өєод апіе Yids transp. Greg. Nyss., Justn. 

[29] 8 poppy: qois Xpiorod Anast. Sin. diSiov: Asov Ephr. Am. 9 ит tis: 
штдєіѕ Thdt.(txt.cod.J) ^ épumveún Thdt. 11 yíveco0o4 Greg.Nyss. (txt. codd. TS), Conc. 


Const. HI 13 dvaAafóvros V*O —— 8eomoruci: тод 8eonórov V 
[30] 15 dvÜpcrmívov Greg.Nyss. — kypórrc» V, Greg. Nyss. 


16 xaĝopáv Flor. Len 131 





Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 209 


28. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FIRST BOOK AGAINST EUNOMIUS 


Nothing else than the name of the Son, then, reveals the “mediator between 
God and human beings” (1 Tim. 2.5), as the divine Apostle calls him—a name 
fitted to each nature, the divine and the human, equally. For the same one is Son 
of God, and became son of man in the plan of God, so that he might link 
together what is naturally separate by their sharing with each other through 


himself. 


29. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 2 


Which form is scourged in the Passion, and which is eternally glorified? This is 
obvious, even if one does not use ones reason for interpreting, that the beatings 
belong to the servant in whom the master dwells, and the honors to the master 
whom the servant surrounds. As a result, through their conjunction and growth 
together, both qualities of each become common: the master receives the 
servants wounds into himself, and the servant is glorified with the master's 


status. 


30. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 4 


... For proclaiming everywhere the mingling of what is human with what is 
divine, he nonetheless perceives what is proper in each. 
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[31] TOY’AYTOY’EK TOY’AYTOY AOTOY 


v > ^ ` £ А ла 2 \ / ^ ле 2 

Tva ék тоб Tà óÚo пер: тд Ev АёуєсӨол тд прдафорот vootro пер! ёкбтєрор, 
` ^ £ ^ 

тєрї шев то Üetov т) årálera, пер: де тд dvÜpdmwov ý като. тд падос 

оікоуоріа.. 


[32] TOY ATIOY IOYAIOY ЕПІХКОПОҮ 'РОМНХ. 
TAYTHN ДЕ THN ХРНХІМ О МАКАРІОХ KYPIAAOX 
ПАРНГАГЕМ ЕМ ТН КАТ AYTON XYNOQ 


‹..э Bev ёё ауауктсѕ Kal тд соратікду кадбЛои Kal тд дєїкду кадбЛор 
AéyeoOau ка! 6 ил) доудиетов èv то тусшетовс Siapopav єідєёуол, тї тд 
19107 катерои, evavTimpaciw davjupávois перитесестол: ó де Kal rà la 
ушак kai тту Evwow puddrruv обте Tas pices фейастал обтє тту 
v > ГА 

vwo фугопаен. 


[33] TOY АГІОҮТЛАРІОҮ`ЕПІХКОПОҮ 
ШЕКТАВОК. ЕІХ AE KAI OYTO£X TON EN NIKAIA 
ЕК TOY ПЕРІ ПІХТЕОХ AOTOY @' 


Одк older, ойк оїдєу обтов ту éavroO болуу, 0s 'Inooóv тду Хриотду os 
> ^ ` v A TX ^» 5 > / 
GANDA деду ойто ка! 487 &vOpwrov ойк ётістатол. 


[31] Gregorius Nyssenus, ibid. Ш, 4, 14 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 139, Il. 3-6; PG 45, 716 B9-13). 
СЕ etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon. 148 (31,1l. 12-13; 1); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 25b; Syn. Hispal. (566 E3-10; t); 
Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 9 (86,11.2-4; 7) 

[32] Ps.-Julius Romae (revera Apollinarius Laodicenus), De Unione 17 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 192, 
1.14-193,1.2). СЕ etiam: Sev., Ad Neph. II (29,11. 9-14; tr. 22, Il. 13-18); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 173, 
1. 31-6); Niceph., Antirrh. Ш, Test. 35 (359, ll. 14-15); Flor. Marc. 573, f. 31"; Flor Len. 131, Test. 91; 
П, 9-12 (xat б ил}... dyvoroer): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 117 (46, ll. 1143-6), cum 
correctionibus Severi; Sev. Ad Serg. I (88,1l. 19-25; tr. 64,1.33-65,1. 4); ll. 10-12 (6 8€... dyvorjoe: Leont. 
Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 46 (1828 А12-14) 

[33] Hilarius Pictaviensis, De Trinitate IX, 3 (ed. Р, Smulders, CCL 62А, 373, c. 3, Il. 6-7; PL 10, 282 
B10-12). СЁ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test 92% Leo, Tomus I, Test. 1 (20,11. 8-9; | [cum 34 coniunctum]); 
Tomus IT, Test. 2 (120,1. 21-2; + [cum 34 coniunctum]); Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 79 (178, Il. 3-4; 4 [cum 34 
coniunctum]) 


VOG [31] 2 Wo 

[32] 6 AE om. V 7 ПАРНГАГЕМ ante 'O MAKAPIOZ transp. G 8 post 
саатикду add. айтой Sev. Ай Мерй. post де(кду add. aùroô Sev., Ad Neph. 9 AMéyerai 
G, Ps.Julius  duvduevos év: Suvapevois Niceph. 0 диафдро Ps.-Julius, Ephr, Am., Sev. 
10 douugpoveos Ps.-Julius ^ rà om.Leont. Jer. 11 puAdcowy Ps.-Julius ^ ттуфбопи Ps.- 
Julius, Sev. (corr. ad Joan. Caes.) ^ фейдетол Ephr. Am. 12 аууођсєієу Ephr. Am. 

[33] 13 TAAPIQN02 G 
NIKAIAvZYNOAOY О 
(txt.cod.J) ^ oóros: övrws Leo Tomus I, Thdt. 


14 ОҮТОХ: AYTOZV ТОМ ЕМ NIKAIA: THE "EN 
15 O'ante AOI 'OYtransp.V 
17 4470$ О 


16 ойк olev? om. G, Thdt. 
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31. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME BOOK 


So that, on the basis of the two being said of the one thing, the appropriate 
category might be attributed to each: freedom from suffering concerns what is 
divine, but the divine plan of the Passion concerns what is human. 


32. BY ST JULIUS, BISHOP OF ROME; THE BLESSED 
CYRIL BROUGHT THIS TEXT FORWARD IN THE 
SYNOD HELD UNDER HIS LEADERSHIP 


... For that reason, what is generally proper to the body and what is generally 
divine is necessarily predicated. And anyone who cannot recognize the 
difference in what is united—what is proper to each—will encounter opposite 
characteristics that clash with each other; but anyone who recognizes what is 
proper [to each], and preserves the union, will neither be deceived about the 
natures nor be unaware of their union. 


33. BY ST HILARY, BISHOP OF POITIERS 
(HE, TOO, WAS ONE OF THOSE AT NICAEA); 
FROM HIS TREATISE ON THE FAITH, BOOK 9 


Heis unaware—unaware!—of his own life, who does not recognize Jesus Christ 
as true God, just as he is truly human. 
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[34] KAI MEO" ЕТЕРА 


^ е z \ , L4 iv * ^ е , a 
Табта 0 Aóyos сарё yevóuevos ёЛєує kai dvOpwros Tooós ó Kúptos +ñç 
МЧ ^ 5 
ddéns ед(дааке,прдв THY Tis ёккЛоіоѕ cwrypiay peoirys ойтд<$ бпрусор 
би éaur@, Kal адтф тобто TH pvaTypio, Ov обпер Oed kal дудротоц 
ép.eoírevoev, els rvyxávov тд Cuvapporepor, ёк TOV бусдевафи eis адтб 
^ РА 
ô) тобто фйова ёр ка! тойтди дь катераз фбаесв фи: пту обтсив dds ey 
/ 
ékarépq илд блтотёроъ ҳтрєйєи», ит Tos пайсттол дедв «ал тиктбиетов 
avOpwrros,  пдЛс» дудратов ойк Ñ TÔ добиеш Өєдѕ: одкоду тойто fç 
/ 
êv avOpwrois picews тд цакфрьот, тд TOV деду uév Kal dvÜpwmoy 
^ ` ` ГА ` / е ^ A ` ` 5 , oe 
ктр0ттєи, THY де odpra ка! Adyov диодоуеси, Kal TOV деди єідєрал bri 
avOpwros ein, ка! THY сарка ил) Gyvoetv бт Kal Adyos éoriv. 


[35] TOY'AYTOY EK TOY ПЕРІ HIZTEQ2Z AOTOY Z' 


е, ^ » KA A A ` > е ^ 
Opás apa ойто Kai деду kat avOpwrov óuoÀoyetoDau. 


[36] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


\ 3 / е / ^ > # £ , v ` 
Коё ётєдтүтєр екдтера. raís olke(aus уєуёуттол фбсєси, éva pot Xproròv 
ёкє?уоу elvai иттидувие Tov бута. dupórepa. <...> Табто, де 


[34] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. (ed. P, Smulders, CCL 62A, 374, c. 3, Il. 12-23; PL 10,285 А2-14).СЕ 
etiam: Thdt, Eran. П, Test. 79 (178, ll. 10-20; 1 [cum 33 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 1 
(20, Il. 14-23; 7 [cum 33 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus II, Test. 2 (121, Il. 1-8; 7 [cum 33 coniunctum]); 
11.6-7 (Фи... xnpeóew): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 87 (1836 D9-10) 

[35] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. IX, 11 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62А, 382, 1. 20; PL 10, 290 B11). СЕ 
etiam: Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 81 (180,1.2; 1 [cum 36 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 3 (21,127; + [cam 
36 coniunctum]); Tomus II, Test. 4 (122,1. 9; 1 [cum 36,11. 14-15 coniunctum]); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 12 
[cum 36, Il. 15-16 coniunctum] 

[36] Hilarius Pictaviensis, ibid. IX, 11 et 14 (ed. P. Smulders, CCL 62А, 383, ll. 26-8; 385, ll. 1-4; PL 
10,290 C2-291 А2; 292 B5-9). СЕ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 925; Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 81 


УОС [34] 2 post moos add. Xpiorós Hil., Leo, Thdt. 3 бъддске: Thdt. codd. IS 
Фу... uva rypíq: ev айт T uvornpiw Thdt. (txt.cod.J) ^ ка! aùr om. Leo 5 адто: 
тадтд V 5-6 eis ато 07) тодто: eis тд айтО тойто д1) Leo; eis aùrò тобто де Thdt. (£v 
айтф 02) тойт) cod. J; eis айто тобто дйо cod. T) 6 ante pócecvadd.ràv G  тайтди: 
taŭro Leo Фу от. Геопі Jer. é om. Leont. Jer. 7 ómorépo V unë ómorépov: 
илдєтёроо Leo, Thdt. (und ётер codd. 15У"; txt. cod. J) 8 атйрсутов ante тиктбиетов 
transp.O ойк jj: ойу Thdt. (ойк Ñv cod. J) 8-9 ойкоду ... waxdprov: “haec itaque 
humanae beatitudinis fides vera est" Hil. 9 pbcews: dAnfods míorecs Leo, Thdt. — uev 
ante деду transp. Leo, Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 10 ante @eóv add. те Leo, Thdt. cod J; add. uev 
Thdt. codd cett. 11 ante аудротоѕ add. ка! Leo, Thdt. — ка! тт: тт» де V, Thdt. cod. S 

[35] 12 Z'post AOT'OY transp. V 13 «ai om. Leo, Thdt. 


[36] 15 ёлєгд1) Flor Marc. 573 ante raís add. v Leo codd. PS — yeyévqvraiLeo éva pot 
Хратду om. O pou uévrot (“tamen”) Hil; uóvov Flor Marc. 573 post Хротду add. 
Тусобу Thdt., Leo, Flor. Marc. 573 


16 ера om. Thdt. 
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34. AND LATER ON 


The Word made flesh said these things, and the man Jesus, the Lord of glory, 
taught them, being himself mediator, in himself, for the salvation of the Church; 
by that very mystery, by which he inediated between God and the human race, 
he was in both respects one subject—one and the same reality through each 
nature, from natures united into this same thing. But this happened in such a 
way that in each of them he was not deprived of the other, lest he should cease 
to be God when he was born as a human being, or on the other hand not be 
human because he remained God. Indeed this is the blessed thing about the 
nature we humans share: to proclaim God and a human being, and to confess 
the flesh and the Word; to know about God that he is human, and not to be 
unaware that the flesh is also the Word. 


35. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
TREATISE ON THE FAITH, BOOK 7 


So you see, then, that both God and a human being are confessed. 


36. AND LATER ON 


And since both came to be within their own proper natures, recall, if you will, 
that he is one Christ who is both ... I have demonstrated this 
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^ М А + » l4 е е ГА £ > ^ , ° ^ 
тойтои ҳари did Врахеало тебе а, iva ékarépav paw Фи rà) Kupíq hudy 
1000 Хриотф voetoÜo4 uvyuoveúwpev: 6 уар dv ди poppi Ocot &Aafe 
dovAov poppy. 


[37] TOY ATIOY AMBPOZIOY EIIIZKOIIOY MEAIOAANOY КАТ 
'OMOAOT'HTOY;EK TON ПРОХ l'PATIANON TON BAXIAEA- 
TAYTHN AE THN XPHZIN IIAPHTATEN' EN TH KATA 
NEZTOPIOY ZYNOAQ O МАКАРГОХ KYPIAAOZ 


^ х ^ 
DuddEwpev тт биахрорди ris дєбтттоѕ ка! тв саркд<: els удр и катера 
^ ^ ^ ^ * 
AaAet ó У10в той Ocod, ёттєїблүттєр èv атф катера púous ват! el yàp kai 
5 ~ л 
ó айтбв ёст: МАУ, тА) обк del uovorpórrcs AaAet. 


[36] 2-3 Phil 2.6-7 


[36 cont.] (180, 1l. 5-10); 7 [cum 35 coniunctum]); Leo, Tomus 1, Test. 3 (21, Il. 30-3; [cum 35 
coniunctum]); p. 212, Il. 15-16 (кої... дифдтера): Leo, Tomus II, Test. 4 (122, Il. 11-12; [cum 35 
coniunctum]); p. 212,1. 16 - p. 214,1. 2 (raóra. ... иутиотебоиет): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 86 
(1836 D1-3); (табта.... иорфту): Leo, Tomus II, Test. 5 (122,1. 12—16) 

[37] Ambrosius, De Fide ad Gratianum П, 9, 77 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 78, 84-5, ll. 32-8; PL 16, 576 
В13-С5). Cf. etiam: Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 31 (163,1.25-164,1.2); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor II, 16 (35); Joan. Caes., 
Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 88 (35,11. 832-8); Innoc. Mar., Test. 61 (179,11. 33-6); De Sect, IX; Anast. Sin, 
Hod. X 1. 2.64-6, 73-4: om. р. 214,19 - p. 216,1. 1 [e yàp ... дудроттом)); Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI (15, 
П, 4-10); Niceph., Antirrh. П, Test. 37 (360, Il. 1-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 42 (om. p. 214, 1. 10- 
р.216,1.2 [Bewpnoor ... AaAei]); Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 33 (164, Il. 15-21; 1) Leo, Tomus I, Test. 7 (22., 
ll. 19-25; 1); Tomus П, Test. 8 (123,11. 11-15; 1); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 155 (32,11. 31-5; 7); Fac. Herm., 
Def. Tr. Cap. 1, 5, 12-13 (30,11. 83-90; 1); Syn. Lat. (298, Il. 20-4; 1); Conc. Ephes., Coll. Vat. 54, Test. 13 
(42,1. 29-43, 1. 4; 1); Coll. Ath. 75, Test, 13 (92,11. 24-8; 1); Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 17 (279, l1. 23-30; tr. 196, 
1.30-5: 1);1.8 (фрьАаёшце»... саркдѕ): Doctr. Patr. 5, VI (34,1. 10); IL 8-9 (фиЛаёоџиєу ... ёстіу): 
Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 2 (114 [473], ll. 12-13); Fulg. Rusp., 


УОС [36] 1 екатерат боти: "utriusque naturae personam" Hil; катера púois Flor. 
1е0.131 ифрот. НИ. 2 voetoñou: tractari НШ pvnpovedowpev G 

[37] 4 MEAIOAANQNOG 7 КАТА МЕХТОРГОУ: КАТ” AYTONV 8 post 
puaAdgwpev add тойлуу Syn. Lat; puddéwpev ту 8ugopáv: прбохев ту éveoouy Ephr. 
Am. v... тў... т< om. Conc. Chalc., тє... то om. Anast. Sin. ris саркд кой тўѕ 
дебтутов Flor. Marc. 573 post rs add. те Syn. Lat. els yàp om. Leont. Jer. 1829B катера: 
érépq Ephr. Am.; €xarépas De Sect. 9 Aade? phéyyerar Conc. Chalc., Пе Sect, rede? 
Joan. Dam. ó У105 тод деой: om. 6 Conc. Chalc.; ó тод деой Yids Ephr. Am., Leont. Jer. 1829B, 
Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. Euth. Zig.; Xpvorós Anast. Sin.; @eo6 Yids (quod ante év катера transp.) 
Flor. Marc.573,Syn Lat. — втебутер: ётє:дз) G, Conc. Chalc., De Sect., Anast. Sin., Euth. Zig.; бт. 
EphrAm. > ézeidirrep... €oriv: Exarépa yap púois èv афтф ат! (ёотіу év айтф: Doctr. Patr.) 
Leont. Jer. 1829B, Doctr. Ра 8,П ¿v aór@ post éorivtransp. De Sect., Anast. Sin.,Syn. Lat., Flor. 
Marc.573; ei yap om. Joan. Caes. el yàp ка! om. Syn. Lat., Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI 10 вот: 
AaAdy: AaAet Doctr. Patr.2, VI одб де! от. С — el удр...ЛайсЕ ó adrds Aade? Kai èv 
évi туте) просото De бес. iv... АаЛєї kal ойу évi пфутоте Siadéyerat трбто» Syn. 
Lat., Doctr. Patr. 2, XV; om Ps.-Joan. Маг. 
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briefly for this reason, that we might recall that each nature is recognized in our 
Lord Jesus Christ. For the one who is in the form of God took on the form of a 


slave. 


37. BY ST AMBROSE, BISHOP OF MILAN AND CONFESSOR, 
FROM HIS WORK TO THE EMPEROR GRATIAN; 
THE BLESSED CYRIL BROUGHT THIS TEXT FORWARD 
IN THE SYNOD HELD AGAINST NESTORIUS 


Let us preserve the difference between the divinity and the flesh. For one Son of 
God speaks in both, since indeed each nature is in him; and if the one who 
speaks is the same, still he does not always speak in the same way. Contemplate 








10 


216 '"ENANTIAX AOKHZEQZ NEXTOPIOY KAI ’EYTYXOYS 


Oed praov èv айт viv uev 8ó£av Oeod, viv де zá0m ávÜpdyrov. со дедс та, 
Octa adei впебутер Adyos ёстіу, ws дудроутгов rà дудротиа, Aare’, пе 
LÓT ви TH кат” ие одсіа epbéyyero. 


[38] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY T" AOTOY 


> ^ ^ > ^n 2 r4 е A е ey [4 5 Z ГА 
ДАЛА môs évaraüÜá pnow &BonOnrov éavróv ó Yids бт: ёуёуєто, кото: 
3 у е / 5 ^ 5 / «элу / эл 7- а 
ékeivou pnÜévros êv rois аустро, “Ед били Вотдегот ёт! Svvardv’; 
AidoriEov оду kai вутабда, ras pices: Воду yap elyev ў ad pé, ойк «ер 
ý дебтис. 


[39] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY KATA AIIOAINAPIOY Ө? ЛОГОУ 


ПА ý riots айту yevucds exer прдв бтаратаѕ ór. ó Хрьотдв Vids дот: 

^ ^ А з.д > ` ` $ > # a e , ° 
той @eoÜ Kai aidios ёк Патродв Kai rexGels ёк Парйегои, ду ws уѓуауто ó 
yis Aavid ó профтив é£éppaaev, ór, шбуоѕ Sipoppos Kai Surrijs ein 
picews, коуоуфу дєбтттбс те Kal сфиатов. 


[38] 5 аВотбутои: сЕ Ps. 87.5 (LXX) 
[39] 11 os угудута cf. Ps. 18.6 (LXX) 


6 Ps. 88.20 (LXX) 


[37] Ер. 14, 20 (409,1. 797-410, 1. 799); Leont. Jer., Сн. Mon., Test. 52 (1829 B14-C2); Ephr. Am., 
Def. Cyr. (IV, 131,11. 26-8); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 17 (148, no. 107); Doctr. Patr. 8, II (55, Il. 14-16); 
Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 72, Test. 30 (486, 1, 12); Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI, 27 (1080 C3-5); Flor. Marc. 573, 
£34  p.21418-p.21611 (фойд сен... дудротог): Theor., Disp. (144 C7-11) p. 214, 
1.8 - p. 216, 1.2 (els ... ёотір): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 91 (1837 C6-7); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 21, 
П. 11-13) p. 214,1. 8 - p.216,1.3 (els ... фдеууето): Ps.-Joan. Маг. Test. 10 (194-5) р.214,110- 
р. 216,1. 3: Tim. Ael., Ep. de Isaia (197, 1. 25-198, 1. 5; tr. 137, Il. 11-15) р. 214,1. 10 - p. 216,1.3 
(ó adros ... épÜéy yero): Tim. Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 34 (18, L 31-19, 1. 3); cf. Flor. B.M. Syr. 
Add. 12156, Test. 13 (Е 7°); ibid., Test. 39 (f. 31°) 

[38] Ambrosius, ibid. III, 4, 28 (ed. O., Faller, CSEL 78, 118, IL. 16-20; PL 16, 595 B14-C3); сЕ 
etiam: 116-7 (дйоти от... дедтик): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 93 (1837 A2-3) 

[39] Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5. 35 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 79, 240, 
Il 8-12; PL 16,827 C3-7). C£ etiam: Cod. Novar. 30, Test. 40 (82,11.3-17;1)11.9-11 (бт:...[соџотос]): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 93 (1837 B11-C1) 


VOG [37] 1 8eópnaov ... Aade? om. Flor. Len. 131 Beópnoov: ópás yàp Doctr. Patr. 2, 
XVI;ópaSyn.Lat. ante s add. бт. Syn. Lat. 2 AaÀet ante та беса transp. Anast. Sin., 
Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI post Geta add. Хротдв Anast. Sin. ёлє:д1) Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr. 2, 
XVI, codd. MW; ле! cett., Syn. Lat. +Q om.DeSect. — AaAetante rà ávÜpcómiva transp. Syn. 
Lat., Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr. 2, XVI 3 дъдротита: тод àvÜpcmov Doctr. Patr. 2 XVI (txt. 
cod.A) 3 Фут? кат ¿ué одоба: “in hac natura” Joan. Caes. кат ép: ñuerépa Syn. 
Lat.; ёш} Anast. Sin., Doctr. Рай 2, ХУ1 | épÜéyyero: Xade? Anast. Sin.; &uaAéyeraa Doctr. Patr. 
2, XVI 

[38] 5 dri ёуёуєто: yeyovévar О 

[39] 11 тодот.С 


7 elxev: efye де Leont. Jer. 


13 сдиатов: дудротбтутов V, Leont. Jer. 
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in him now the glory of God, now the sufferings of a human being; as God he 
speaks divine things,since he is the Word; as a human he speaks human things, 
since he speaks in a substance like mine. 


38. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM BOOK 3 
[OF THE SAME WORK] 


But how does the Son say that he was “helpless” when he came to be [human] 
(Ps. 87.5 LXX), although he says a little later, “I have offered help as far as 
possible” (Ps. 88.20 LXX)? Distinguish, then, the natures even here: the flesh 
received help, but the divinity did not. 


39. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS WORK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS, BOOK 9 


But this faith holds, in general, against all opponents, that Christ is the Son of 
God, eternally from the Father and born of the Virgin; David the prophet 
described him as “a giant” (Ps. 18.6 LXX), because he alone is double in form 
and of a double nature, sharing in divinity and in a body. 
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[40] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Ф э 5 , , ^ , А 

Els оти» év катер, Touréoru тў дєбттті ка! TH офиати од yap ётєроѕ 

5 ` ли 2 # 5 +. € > А e. M > ` 

єк Потроѕ Kat érepos ек IapÜévov, ОЛА б айтдв, érépws pev ёк Патрдв, 
ГА 5 ГА ` 

érépws де ёк Пардегои, kai yevvijoer yépvmous од mpoxpiver, 0096 ў сдрё 

TH дедтут:. 


[41] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY ПРОХ 
ZABINON EIIIZKOIION ЛОГОҮ 


^ 5 ^ ^ > 

Одкобу év T тєЛєіф rhs дебтутов ðv, éxévwoev éavróv ка! ФЛаве тд 
/ ^ ^» , е £ е > $ » ^ ^ 

TéÀetov тв Kara avOpwrov púoews óÀóxÀmpou: dis ойдеи &Aevre TA Oe, 
€ 3 ` ^ ^ ^ € 

ойто ойде TH котартоиф TH катӣ дудрсутгот, iva тећє:ос èv ёкатёра 
4 / 

pice тууду. 


[42] TOY AYTOY EPMHNEYONTOS THN 
'ENNOIAN TOY OEIOY ХҮМВОЛОҮ 


Tots де Aéyovras фиАду dvOpwrov тду Xproròv, 1) пабттби rov Adyov, 7} els 
сарка тролтёуто, cuvovardmevov ёскё TO сфиа, 7) odpavdbev abro 


140) Ambrosius, ibid. 5, 35-36 (CSEL 79, 241, ll. 17-20; PL 16, 827 C14—D3). СЕ etiam: 1.2 (eis... 
odpari): Ешор„ Or. 3 (V, 21, Il. 8-9; 1); I 2-4 (els ... IlapÜZyou: Doctr. Patr. 8, УШ (56, 
П. 20-3; 1); I 4-5 (yevvýoer ... дєбттті): Cod. Novar. 30, Test. 41 (82,1. 19-22; 1) 

[41] Ambrosius, Ep. 39, Ad Sabinum, 6 (CSEL 82.31. 1l. 79-82; PL 16, 1147 B15-C4). СЕ etiam: De 
Sect. IX; Theor., Disp. (144 D4-8); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 142 (30, ll. 16-19; 1); Leo, Tomus II, Test. 11 
(124,1.6-8;1); 19-11 (dis... rvyxávy). Eustathius (434 £,11.662-4);.9 (iva... rvyxávp): Leont. 
Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 94 (1837 C4); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 22,11. 29-30) 

[42] Ambrosius (?), Expositio Fidei, Frag. primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. II, Test. 29 (163, 
1.3-12; 1) inventum. C£ etiam: Ephr. Am., Def. Cyr. (IV, 131,1.31—2,1.11); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 149 (31, 
ЇЇ. 15-21); Pamph. VI, 169 Е, ll. 264-75; De Sect. ІХ; Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 47 (207) Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., 
Test. 18 (ed. Kotter 148., no. 108); Doctr. Patr. 2, ХУП 


УОС [40] 2 post єў add. yáp V — оти» om. Eulog., Doctr. Patr. тӯ om. O, Eulog.; ка! 
Doctr.Patr. тф om. Eulog., Doctr. Patr. où: 008€ Doctr. Patr. — post érepos add. uév ёстіу 
Doctr. Patr. 3 Kal érepos: érepos де O, Doctr. Patr. 3-4 érépos ... ÉTÉpWS: repos 
-.. ётєроѕ У“ érepov ... ётєроу Ve; GAAws ... @ААшф<$ Пост. Patr. 4 mpockpíve. О 
0066 от. Сс от. О 

[41] 6 ZABINON: AABIANON О; ANTQNINON Leont. Jer; AABINON Eulog.; 
ZABHNIANON De Sect. 7 EHIZKOIIONom.G 6-7 TOY... ЛОГОҮ:ТНХ... 
ЕПІХТОЛНХ G 8 ойкоду om. Theor, — reAeíw: іф Theor. 9 бЛокАтрои O, 
Justn. anteovdevadd.odyDeSect. — ure V,Justn., Eustathius; АА De Sect. 10 ante 
дудроутоу add. тд» Just., Eustathius 11 @úceu forma Ambr. 


[42] 14 тб» om. V, Niceph. — Абуоу: деду Ephr. Am., Justn., Doctr. Patr, Niceph.; деди 
Aóyov Joan. Dam., Flor. Len. 1311) eis odpxa тратёута om. Pamph. 15 ante 
auvovorwevov add. 7) Thdt., Ephr. Am., Justn., Pamph., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Flor. Len. 131 
7 om.Ephr. Am. адтд: тобто Thdt., Ephr. Am., Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 
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40. AND LATER ON 


He is one in both: that is, in divinity and in the body. For there is not one coming 
forth from the Father, and another from the Virgin, but the same one, coming 
forth in one way from the Father and in another way from the Virgin; one 
begetting does not prejudice the other, nor does flesh prejudice divinity. 


41. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER [39] TO SABINUS 


Existing, then, іп the perfection of divinity, he “emptied himself” (Phil. 2.7) and 
took up the full perfection of human nature. As nothing was lacking to him as 
God, so nothing was lacking in his human equipment, so that he should be, in 
fact, perfect in each nature. 


42. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, IN HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE MEANING OF THE HOLY CREED 


And those who say that Christ is a mere human being, or that the Word is 
capable of suffering, or that he was turned into flesh when he had a body that 
was united to his substance, or that his body came from heaven, 
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кекошикетол, 7] Вуттд Àéyovras róv деду Aóyov дедепадал THs Tapa тоў 
Патрдѕ dvacrdcews, 7j дфухоу oôpa dvednpévar, T] &vovv дудротгот, 1) 
tas фйавв той Хротоб Kara тту дудкради ovyyvbeicas uíay 
уєуєуђодол дси, ка uù диодоуобутав róv КОргоу тиф ообу Христду 
dvo elvar qíóceis датухобтоив, év де прбсотоу Kal’ 6 eis Христдв ка! els 
К0ріоѕ, roúrovs дтадецот (е: ту kabo) kai ФтостоЛикт) érkicÀmoí(a. 


[43] TOY ATIOY AMOIAOXIOY EIIIEKOIIOY IKONIOY 
ЕК TOY IIPOX APEIANOYS AOTOY 


A £ ` ` A / ^ ^ ` ` ^» 0 , x 

Lák piov, то, TAS PUGELS, THY те той деой ка! THY тод дуйротои: обте 
^ » Y 

yap кат ёкттоси деой yéyovev дудрантов, obre катӣ прокопт) 


[42] (15,11. 12~21); Niceph., Antirrh.IV,72 (486,1. 15-16); Flor.Len.131, Test.41; 0 р.218,1.14-15 
(rods де... rpazrévra): Doctr. Patr. 10,1 (66,11.7-8); rods де Aéyovras + p.220, ll. 3-6 (ras фӧсє ... 
€xxAnaia): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test.44 (1825 011-1828 A3);1l.3-6 (ras фйсєіѕ... éxxAnoia): Syn. 
Sel. Ctes., Test. 30 (328-9); Doctr. Patr. 10, II (66, ll. 9-10); rods де + p. 220, ll. 4-6 (ил) óuoAoyotivras 
- €kAnoia): Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et Joan. (ТУ, 148, ll. 2-5) 

[43] Amphilochius Iconiensis,Frag. II, 2 (CCG 3.228, ll. 14-17), primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. 1, 
Test. 56 (107, ЇЇ. 7-10; inventum. СЕ etiam: Conc. Chalc, Ad Marc, Test. 6 (114 [473], 
П. 27-9); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, 21 (36, Il. 1-5); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. бут. 90 


УОС [42] 1 post KexousKxévaradd. 7) фаутасџа «хол Thdt., Justn., Pamph., Joan. Dam., осн: 
Patr; Ñ pavraciay «Ѓусл Ephr. Am., Flor. Len. 131 Aéyovras om. De Sect. @edv om. De 
Sect. — Aóyov: ка! dd тобто Росі: Patr. cod. B; т} Doctr. Patr.cod.C апе дедейсдал add. ка! 
Justn.; 7 De Sect., Joan.Dam.,Niceph., Flor.Len.131 роз:дедеподол add. Sè Ephr.Am. 2 ante 
одра add. тд ЪФ.  dveAngévas: etAnpevas De Sect., Flor. Len. 131; post dvOpwrrov transp. 
Ephr Am., Justn. Joan. Пат, Doctr. Patr. Flor Len. 131 дубропог: ivxywv Ps.-Joan. 
Mar. 3 ante piceis add. 800 Thdt. тіс pices: ras Sto ойоѓаѕ Ephr. Am., Justn., Ps.- 
Joan. Mar., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr,Florlen.131 ката: ка! О тђрот. Thdt., Leont. Jer., Ephr. 
Am., Justn, Joan. Dam., Росі. Patr De Sect. ante ocuyxuñe(cas add. od Flor. Len. 
131  cvyxeÜeícas OG, Niceph. 4 фйаш: одсіау Ephr. Am. Def. Cyr., Justn., Ps.-Joan. 
Mar., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr.10,TL Flor.Len.131 TÓv:eis Thdt. — Kópiov: Geóv DeSect. "соби: 
TOv O, Pamph.; усобу тоу G 5 elvai post púcets transp. Thdt. gdceis: odotas Ephr. 
Am, Justn., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 eis Xpiorós om. Leont. Jer. kai ets Kúpuos: «15 
Yids Thdt., Ephr. Am., Justn., Ps.-Joan. Mar., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. Flor. Len. 131 6 rodrous 
от. Юе Sect. ante кадоЛкт add. yta, roô деой Pamph.; дуба. Ps.-Joan. Mar., Flor. Len. 131 ai 
дтостойис) om. De Sect. — дпостойк?; дуа Ер. Am. Def. Cyr. 

[43] 7 post TKONIOY add. 'ETAIPOY TENOMENOY TOY ATIOY BAZIAEIOY G 
9 gmo¿om. V, Leont. Jer., Niceph.; uot Aovrróv Thdt. Eran. I codd. MSV; Лоспду Thdt. Eran. I codd. 
cett., Eran. 11, Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr. 1431, Joan. Caes. Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131; "igitur, inquit" 
Gel коі тўр: rfjv те Thdt. Eran. I, Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr. 1431, Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131 ойте: 
ovde O, Niceph. 10 кат”: ката V, Thdt, Eran. П ёкттоси: oikefwouv Anast. 


Sin. ante деобадй. ёк Thdt., Anast. Sin., Flor. Теп. 131 ante дудрсутоз add. ó С 
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or who say that God Ше Word was mortal and needed to be raised from Ше 
dead by the Father, or that he took up a body without a soul or a human being 
without a mind, or that the natures of Christ, being confused by a form of 
blending, became a single nature, and who do not confess that our Lord Jesus 
Christ is two unconfused natures but one person, since he is one Christ and one 
Lord—these the catholic and apostolic Church anathematizes. 


43. BY ST AMPHILOCHIUS, BISHOP OF ICONIUM, 
FROM HIS WORK AGAINST THE ARIANS 


Distinguish, he says, the natures of God and a human being. For he neither 
became human by abandoning his role as God, nor became God by progressing 
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ёё avOpwrrov дедо: деду yap xai аудротоу Аус», 80s rà падт TH capri, 
80s та датата то Oed. 


[44] TOY AYTOY EK ТНА [IPOS XEAEYKON EIIIZTOAHX 


е А ^ ^ А ` А ^ ГА А ^ за 
Ос те тђу той двой цорфтуи Kal THY тод SovAOV цорф?туи ovvTeAetv eis Ev 
А [74 A К. 
+ € ^ ` ГА ^ ^ 

трӧсотоу Yioð тє kai Kuptov noot Хрістод, oUrc Өєду ка аудротоу 

e P ` ey [24 er » 4, Ал 

биодоуф тд» Yidv той деой. éva Yidv дуо picewr, пайт в kai длто бос, 

дупт?в kai dbavarov, упЛафтт?$ Kat дуєттафоъ, дудруои Kal арёошёутс 
ns; 

> и ` 2 

дтергурдфои kai персурафошетив. 


[45] TOY AYTOY EK THX AYTHS’ENIZTOAHS 


^ ^ ° 
О Хротдв ó Yids той Oeod, ó дйо тей ст фбоват ets Yids, ó кота тт 
дедтута бтєрӣутос те Kal дтергурафов та парта mepiéyow те Kal 
перехен 


[43] (36, 1. 853-7); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 8 (485, ll. 28-32); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 58; Gel., De 
Duab. Nat., Test. 27 (550; 1); Eustathius (423 f., l. 291-71) Syn. Sel. Ctes., Test. 26 (328; 1) Flor. Vat.. 
1455, Test. 38 (1); р.220,1.9 (дийкриот... dvOpc7rov): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 96 (1837 C9-10); 
р.220,1.9-р. 222,1. 1 (Sudxpivov ... eds): Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 54 (170, ll. 18-20); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 
1.2.145 ff. (155) 

[44] Amphilochius Iconiensis (?), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria 1, 3 (CCG 3.264, ll. 36-41). СЕ 
etiam: Eph. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 169, 1. 9-170, 1. 2); Niceph., Antirrh. Ш, Test. 10 (345, l. 22-346, 
1. 5);]. 4—5 (Фв те... Хр:ото?): Doctr. Patr. 6, XIV (38, ll. 4-5); ЇЇ. 4—7 (ais те... ддотйтог): Flor. Len. 
131, Test. 54; 1l. 5-6 (ойто... лтододѕ): Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 B4-6);1. 5-7 (ойто... dBavdrov): 
Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 19 (1496 A14-B1); Doctr. Patr. 2, VII (12, ll. 13-15); ll. 6-8 (óuoÀoyó ... 
пергурофроиеуто): Ps.-Joan. Маг. Test. 11 (195; 1);11.5-6 (ёра... атадодѕ): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 
97 (1837 C12). Huius testimonii etiam mentionem facit Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 34 (tr. 139, Il. 14-25), uta 
Joan. Caes. citati 

[45] Amphilochius Iconiensis (°), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria I, 5-6 (CCG 3, 264, ll. 49-53). СЕ 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. Ш, Test. 40 (360,1. 24-9); Antirrh. IV, 68 (487-8); 1.10 (ó Хрістос... Yíos?); 


УОС [43] 1 yap: де Eustathius, Flor.Len.131 ^ Aéy«v: OG, Thdt., Conc. Сва. (txt. cod B; 
Aéye cod. W), Gel., Vat. Gr. 1431 Niceph.; post деду уар transp. Conc. Chalc., Vat. Gr. 
1431 dds... Өєф om. OG, Niceph.; бта» де rà пабтиата. тў capri ко! rà дайиата тф 
Oc Ses... Thdt.,Gel.,Eustathius таб: пайтиато Conc. Chalc., Flor.Len.131 2 80: 
ai joan. Caes., Flor. Len. 131 

[44] 3 THX: TOY G 5 ойто): ove Flor. Len. 131 post деди add. те О 6 ante 
тд» Yiov add. тоу Хротду Ephr. Am, Flor. Len. 131 ante óuoAoyó add. róv Хротди Joan. Dam., 
Doctr. Patr,Euth.Zig. тду om. Doctr. Рам. ante Уіду add. де Ephr.Am ante úo add. ёк 
Euth. Zig. тобут от. С post падвут?в add. те V, Ephr. Am., Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., 


Euth. Zig. 7 post дууттв add. re V, Ephr. Am., Joan. Dam. post d8avdrov add. vogríjs 
ко! dopírou Ephr Am; братӯѕ ка! dopdrov Flor. Len. 131 арҳорётс Ephr. 
Am. 8 дпергураптоу С, Niceph. — пергуеуроциеув Ephr. Am. 


[45] 10 ót om. O 11 dvépavrós V атєрѓурафоѕ V — mepiexwv: пєрикокАє О 


12 перихен дошжкфи Niceph. 
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from being human; but when you say, “God and human, attribute the sufferings 
to the flesh and the miracles to God. 


44, BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO SELEUCUS 


Just as I confess the "form of God” and the “form of a servant” (cf. Phil. 2.6-7) to 
contribute to one persona of Jesus Christ as Son and Lord, so I confess the Son 
of God to be God and human: one Son of two natures, which are passible and 
impassible, mortal and immortal, palpable and impalpable, without beginning 
and beginning in time, uncircumscribed and circumscribed. 


45. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME LETTER 


Christ the Son of God—one Son formed of two perfect natures, holding all 
things together in a limitless and uncircumscribed way, by his divinity—holds 
it together still. 
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Y \ \ ел ^ ^ СА ` , , 3 3 £ ` , 
éva иёу TOV Yiov той Өєой,дйо де púoewv pnuu, ойк dpvovpevos тт Өєѓау 
ба, 


[46] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


^ > ` ^ ^ 
Оікєіодтал оду айтд 6 дедв Абуов,пфо аз обдет,тд, той vaod, mer els 
/ ^ 
êv mpdawrrov ovvreAotiow ai бо pices. 


[47] TOY ATIOY T'EAAZIOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
KAIZAPEIAZ IIAAAIZTINHZ KAI ‘OMOAOTHTOY. 
EIZ ДЕ KAI OYTOZ THX ZYNOAOY TON РМ. 
ЕК THX'EPMHNEIAZ TOY XYMBOAOY 


¥ > Ы y > 0 ГА ^ £ ^ ^ > \ \ 
MAN одк laxvaev dvÜporrív yAdooa ибут) тобто rorĝoa. додеутс yàp 
+ е , з , 5 ў ` а ‹ i» (22 ^ ` 
ђу ý pats. "НАє тойли eis тайтду @eós да. ка! дудрсотов, iva сдра èv 
бттреттаттол, Oeds де Sv айтой тт évépyeiav парйсуттои. 

Х 


145 cont.] Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 98 (1837 D1-2); 1. 1 (éva ... pnu): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 
99 (1837 D3); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 20 (ed. Kotter 148, no. 110)); Doctr. Patr. 2, УШ (12, 
Il. E Euth.Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 B8); L 1 (ёро... 0eíav): Геом. Jer. Ctr. Mon., Test. 113 (1840 
D8-10; 1) 

[46] Amphilochius Iconiensis (?), Ep. ad Seleucum, Frag. Spuria I, 6 (CCG 3.264, Il. 57£). C£ etiam: 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 100 (1837 D4—6); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 57 (1); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1. 2.136 f. 
(154; 1); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 21 (ed. Kotter 148 Е, no. 111; 1); 1. 4 (oikewoóraa ... vaoó): Doctr. 
Patr. 2, IX (12, L 21); ibid. 7, XXV (54, 1 16-55, 1 1); ibid. 8, XIV (57, I. 16-17; 1); 
Il. 4-5 (ёте)... púceus): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1.2.119 (153 D4); Doctr. Patr.6, V (36, Il. 2-3; 1); 1l. 4-5 
(ei[s] ... póoeis): Anast. Sin., Hod. IX,2.46 f. (141). Cf. etiam Nicetas Heracliensis, Catena in Lucam (ed. 
А. Mai, Script. Vet. Nov. Coll. IX (1837), 712) 

[47] Gelasius Caesariensis, Frag. 4 (ed. Е Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 45, 1. 9-23). Cf. etiam: Joan. Caes., 
Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 106 (42,11. 1044—3,1. 1052); Niceph., Antirrh. IV (361,1.23-362, 1.1); 1.10- 
p. 226,1.4 (does ... pâs): Flor. Len. 131, Test. 93; 1, 11~p. 236, 1.2 (Ade ... стбџа): Росі: Patr. 4, 
XI (31,1. 19-32, 1. 2); ibid. 15, III (92,1. 17) 


VOG [45] 1 ante éva add. ка! Niceph.; uev: тойлуу O; оду Leont. Jer. Test. 113, Doctr. Patr., 
Joan. Dam., Euth. Zig. тб» om. Leont. Jer. Test. 113, Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Еш. Zig. той 
деоб: тои Хрстду Leont.Jer. Test. 113; om. Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig. > де от. ОС, 
Leont. Jer, Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr, Euth. Zig. ойк ... дебат: датухбтов, árpémrws, 
ddvarpérws Joan. Dam., Doctr. Ран. Өєѓах: аА Өєіау Niceph. 

[46] 4 оди: уоду Flor. Len. 131 aóvó ОФ“ оду айтд<: де Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Doctr. 
Patr. mdoxwv ovdev:drabas Anast.Sin., Doctr.Patr. ob8€G  mdoxywv...vaod: дтайдс 
rà той idiov vaod dvOpwriva тави, aravpóv pnu ка! ддуатоу Kai rà GAAa, боа пер! abrov 
oixovouixds десребтол, оікєюдтал, avrós méoywv oúóé Joan. Dam. ante та add. 
oixevotire (= oixevotra.) де Flor, Len. 131 ante vaod add. i8/ov Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr. «is: i 
Anast. Sin. Hod. IX 5 дбоот. Doctr. Patr.; тта! Anast. Sin., Joan. Dam., Flor. Len. 131 

[47] 7 ante ITAAAIXTINHS add. THX O 8 ‘OYTO: AYTOZ V post PN’ add. 
ПАТЕРОМ O 
Caes., Doctr. Patr. 10 ioxvevG 


9 ЕК... ZYMBOAOY: ЕМ 'EESHTHXEI TOY MAOHMATOXZ Joan. 
11 Або» (venit ) Joan. Caes. 


12 éavroó OG 
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I say he is one Son of God, but of two natures, and I do not deny the divine 
nature. 


46. AND LATER ON 


God the Word himself, then, without suffering anything, made the experiences 
of the temple his own, since the two natures contribute to the one persona. 


47. BY ST GELASIUS, BISHOP OF CAESARAEA IN 
PALESTINE AND CONFESSOR; HE, TOO, WAS A MEMBER 
OF THE COUNCIL OF THE 150; FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF THE CREED 


But no human tongue alone is powerful enough to do this; for our nature is 
weak. God and a human being therefore came together into one, so that the 
body might act as servant and God might provide his activity through it. 
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^ ? Yo - 0n ГА $ ZA ГА ` 4 0 ^ 
доп mávra kai 9081 паута kai тво, mrávra, Kal quiobo0n máy 
оірєтікду отраг peb ўш» 6 Oeds, uel? uA ó perà Патрдѕ, шев Тифу 
e 5 e ^ “ХарЕ » ` “гё э ^ » МАЛО А ` $ Nx 5 де 80 $5 ^ е 
ó ёё uv." Záp£ wou, pmotv, “ЕЕ adradv: à TÒ ev del, TÒ де OL ибс. Ù 
2 Bode Ж ` 3 £ е ^ 
ev Üeórns det, 1) де дуйротбтив д nus. 
и р ўш 


[48] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


Ниев де тф Oei Sadovyotpevor Ауф aviBprorov той Movoyevoüs 
фоЛд сети тту ебубувват, unre Sid тд ramewóv THs саркдѕ ёдєтодутєѕ 
тду Adyov, unre dia. тд ров THs дєбтттоѕ парорфутев тт odpra, ААА 
Tov ив» Aóyov ws деду, тту де сарка ws vaóv тишўсшшєу Өєоў. 


[49] AYTOYZTINOY ЕПІХКОПОҮТППОМНРІГІОТОҮ 
ЕК TH ПРОХ BOAOYXIANON ЕПІХТОЛНЕ 


^ A v A ~ «2 F э / , v 3 ` š 
бу бе ойто peraéò деой ка! дудропот åvepávy uco(rms, ore олтду èv 
^ ^ РА 
TH той просотоо удтут: ovvámrew ёкатёрах qioaw «..». 


[50] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Еп уговь ту Sirti púow тод Xpwrob, тт дебат 51) Méyo, тт onv 
Опархоусо TÔ Патрі, kai ту avOpwreiav, $ç ие феот éariv ó Потр: 
пу екдтероу брод, kai o) 800 GAX els ó Хриотдс, iva ил} тєтрё< elm) Kal 
ойу? трий ó @eós. 


[48] Gelasius Caesariensis, Frag. 6 (ed. Е Diekamp, Anal. Patr. 46, ll. 8-12), hic primo inventum. СЕ 
etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 94 

[49] Augustinus, Ep. 137, Ad Volusianum, 9 (CSEL 44, 108, ll. 13-15). Cf. etiam: Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 101 (1837 D9-11); Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 82 (180, 1. 13-14; 1); Leo; Tomus I, Test. 13 (23, l1. 32-4; 1); 
Tomus II, Test. 22 (127,11. 24—5; 4) 

[50] Augustinus, Tractatus in Joannem 78,3 (CC L 36, 524, ll. 4-8). C£. etiam: De Sect. IX; Flor. Len. 
131, Test. 96; Leo, Tomus П, Test. 24 (128, Il. 5-7; 4); ll. 15-16 (êriyvwbi ... Патт)р), Leont. Jer., Ctr. 
Mon., Test. 102 (1837 D12-14); 11.15-17 ([émréyvoX&u] aes Хріотдѕ): Flor. Marc. 573, 31° 


УОС [47] 1 Kat 8707 пута om. О, Doctr. Patr. 
Потрдѕ add. тод G 3 ante с@рё add. т} Flor. Len. 131 
[48] 6 де om. OG, Flor. Len. 131 


2 perà: ёк Joan. Caes. ante 
4 ante ý uev add. kai V 
9 ante деой add. той О Өєод ante тциўсошєу 


transp. V 
[49] 10 THIIONHPI'IOY V; HIIONHZ'PHTIOY O (txt. G, Thdt. cod. J) 12 o$Tos 
Thdt. 12 ante púcıv add. тт» (Thdt. (txt. cod. J), Leo 


[50] 15 ет утореъ (“арповсатиѕ”) Aug. | émíyvoi... бсш: ëyvwpev $) тђубтботасиу 
Flor. Marc. 573 9%: де De Sect. 85 бус: диоди Flor. Marc. 573, Aug. ("scilicet") 
15-16 tony )mápyovcoay: ovvvmápyovcay De Sect. 16 rjv от. О dvOpemívgv De 


Sect. 17 ékarépav De Sect. Flor. Len. 131 бот. De Sect. ein: У — kat odyt: ВААУ, 
De Sect. 
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Everything was double, everything true, everything complete—let every 
heretical mouth be silent! God is with us, the one who is with the Father is with 
us, the one who comes from among us is with us. “My flesh,” he says, “comes 
from them.” But the one is eternal, the other for our sakes: the divinity is eternal, 
the humanity is for our sakes. 


48. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


But let us, led forward by the divine Word, preserve the noble birth of the Only- 
begotten from any insult, neither rejecting the Word because of the humble 
status of his flesh, nor overlooking the flesh because of the loftiness of the 
divinity, but let us venerate the Word as God, and the flesh as God's temple. 


49. BY AUGUSTINE, BISHOP OF HIPPO REGIUS, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO VOLUSIANUS 


But now a Mediator has appeared between God and the human race, so that he 
brings each nature together in the unity of his persona. 


50. AND LATER ON 


Recognize the double nature of Christ: I mean the divine, which exists equal to 
the Father, and the human, than which the Father is greater (see John 14.28). 
But both are together, and Christ is not two but one, so that God might not bea 
quaternity rather than a trinity. 
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[51] TOY METAAOY TQANNOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
KONZTANTINOYIIOAEQZ-'EIX THN IIPOX 
OIAIIIIIHXIOYZ EIIIZTOAHN AOTOS Z' 


Erebi pov pop дойЛоо ФаВсу, TouréoTuv будротов ë ¿yévero, vuoi, 
ойкобу “èv иорф? деой ú бтдрхсл” ” Beds Ту: нор?) yàp Kal oper) Ketrau, 
Ei тобто adn Bes, KaKelvo: pice дудротов ў poppi той SovAov- ойкобу 
фбав: @eós ту poppy тод Ocoó. 


[52] TOY AYTOY'EK THX EPMHNEIAS THX IPOX 
TIMOOEON A"EIIIZTOAHZ, ЛОГОҮ Z' 


"Erreió?) yàp 0o púcewv uéoos yéyovev, Сууйв тфи 800 picewy «Їои дей. 
фотер yap ó rómov Tivos pécos ékarépov ват: TOV тбтоу eyyds, ойто) 
ка! 6 тфу picewr pécos катерат дфе е: elvar TOv qioeov èyyòs- 
фотер оду üvÜporros yéyovev, ойто kai @eós ñv. 


[53] TOY AYTOY EIE THN ANAAH¥VIN 


уг ле 7 x t / , ^ > 2 
Каітіто:є(0 шеостув; Epyov иєсітоо.Кадатєрдботіхдуатострєроџёрау 
э / ` Ы / ^ v / 3 ` $ £ 
дА Аоив Kat où BovAouévov да Аауйтал, érepós Tis Ада” Kal uécov 
éaurov СиВоЛа катера» vce: THY Ехдрат, обто Kai ó Хриатдв подови: 
Фруібєто Тили ó Өєдѕ, дапестрефбиеда. тє тду деди тду piddvOpwrrov 
деотбттр: uéaov éavróv euBadwy ó Хриотдв,екатерат ісі кат Ma£ev. 


[51] 4 Phil. 2.7 6 Phil.2.6 


[51] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Epistulam ad Philippenses Hom. VI, 2 (PG 62, 219,1. 60-220, 1, 5). 
СЕ etiam: Pamph. VI, 171, Il. 284-8 

[52] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Epistulam I ad Timotheum Hom. VII (PG 62, 537,11. 2-7) 

[53] Joannes Chrysostomus, In Ascensionem Domini Nostri Jesu Christi 2 (PG 50, 445, Il. 21-8). СЕ 
etiam: I. 15-19 (каййтер... кат а ет): Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 72 (176, ll. 2-8; 1); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 
10 (23,1. 10-14; 1); Tomus H, Test. 15 (125,11. 12-15; 1); Il. 18-19 (dpyitero ... kar jM Aa£ev): Sev, Ad 
Neph. II (47,1. 17-20; tr. 35,11. 15-17) 


VOG [51] 2-3 EIS THN ...'EIIIZTOAHN:'EK THES... EMIZTOAHEV AOTOY V 
3 Z' ante ЛОГОХ transp. O 4 ётє:дў uov elre Š] por Joan. Chrys. — ot: шёутог T 
ante poppy add. +ó Joan. Chrys. бойдо» ante иорфту transp. Pamph. тоотёоті: тї 
боти» Joan. Chrys. 5 ante év add. xai Joan. Chrys. 6 ante ý add. xai Joan. Chrys. 

[52] 8 'EPMHNEIAX THE om. V 9 Z' ante AOT'OY transp. O 10 ante его 
add. адтди Joan. Chrys. бей д) Ves 11 бот О б... pécos: ró ... uécov Joan. 
Chrys тбло» rwv V бот О ойт om. О 12 ante góocecv: add. до O 
pécos om. V 13 Ñv ante xai дедв G 

[53] 14 EIZ THN ANAAHTIN: ЕК TOY ЕУ THN ANAAHWIN AOTOY O 
15 post кабатєр add. yàp Joan. Chrys. 17 Ме O, Joan. Chrys, Thdt, Leo 


18 wWpyilero ... дедв: бт: yap айтдв Wpyilero Sev. post ётєстрєрбиєда add. ка! obres 
19 ante g?civ add. rH Joan. Chrys. 


Sev. @eóv om. Sev. 
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51. BY THE GREAT JOHN, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE; 
ON THE EPISTLE TO THE PHILIPPIANS, HOMILY 7 


In my view, since he says “he took on the form of a servant" —that is, became 
human—therefore when he “existed in the form of God" he was God: form, 
after all, is contrasted with form;But if this is true, this must be also: the “form 
of a servant” means he was human by nature, and therefore “the form of God” 
means he was God by nature. 


52. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE FIRST LETTER TO TIMOTHY, HOMILY 7 


For since he came to be in a middle position between two natures, he must be 
close to the two natures—just as a midpoint in space is near both places, so a 
midpoint in natures must be near both natures. As he became human, then, so 
he was also God. 


53. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE ASCENSION 


And what does the Mediator do? The work of a mediator! Just as when two 
people are quarreling with each other and do not want to be reconciled, 
someone else comes along, and by inserting himself between them resolves the 
enmity, so Christ did. God was angry with us, and we had quarreled with God, 
the Lord who loves the human race; Christ threw himself between us, and 
reconciled each nature. 
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[54] TOY METAAOY’E®PAIM ЕК TOY 
EIX TON МАРГАРІТНМ ЛОГОҮ 


^ ^ ri e f ГА L4 
Тау 8фо picewv иетехе: ó wapyapirns ó тоћітцио, iva де 1 Хріотдь, 
L4 £ A ^ $ М » , > \ Е 
от: Aóyos wv Өєод, ёк Mapías дудротов уєуёуутүтол. Ой шерикти єсує 
THY ф0си», eet ойдетерои dv [ov ётбуҳахє. Tedelav exer тур ёитАӯу 
iow, iva ил) атоћср тв дбо. Обте ўшідєоѕ wpn ет: THs yis, обте 
е 2 5 / э ^ 5 ^ 3 ГА , 3 5 , 
традудралтов дует èv Tots obpavois. Ex тєАєїоъ réAews, Е дудрофтоу 
» , ^ ` 3 4 , 
&vÜOpormos, ёк деоб дедв, ёк ITapÜévov Xpuorós. 


[55] KYPIAAOY EIIIZKOIIOY TEPOXOAYMQN 
ЕК TOY A’ TON KATHXHZEQN AOTOY 


AvrÀoüs jv 6 Xpiords, дудропов шёу 76 qawópevov, Өєдѕ дє тд ил) 
фолубретог. 


[56] TOY МЕГАЛОҮ ®AABIANOY EIIIZKOIIOY 
ANTIOXEIAZ' EIX THN ANAAH VIN 


« , е > ~ Ë M ГА ^ , 5 А £ 
Tis ws Адас АаАтсєе ras дугастебаз той Kupíou, åkovoràs momoe 
пасав Tas aivécers айтой;” Tis àv Ауф mapaorýoere 


[56] 15-16 Ps. 105.2 (LXX) 


[54] Ps.-Ephraem Syrus, Sermo adversus Haereticos seu de Margarita (ed. J. Assemani, II, 263 E6- 
F7). Cf. etiam: Flor. Marc. 573, f. 34°; ll. 3-6 (r&v дбо ... oùpavoîs): Anast. Sin, Hod. X, 
1. 2.112-15 (153; om. ll. 3-5 [iva ... хец); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 45; — 115-7 (reAedav... ovpavots): 
Doctr. Patr. 4. XI (32, ll. 4-6); Niceph., Antirrh. IIT, Test. 47 (362, ll. 18-21); Antirrh. IV, 68, Test. 6 (488, 
ll. 3-5) 

[55] Cyrillus Hierosolymitanus, Catechesis IV,9 (ed. С. C. Reischl et J. Rupp, I, 100,11. 5-6). C£ etiam: 
Doctr. Patr. 4, X (31, ll. 16-17); Gel, De Duab. Nat., Test. 18 (548, Il. 17-20; 1); Joan. Caes., Apol. 
Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 107 (43, 1l. 1054-6; 1); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 62 (1); Thdt., Eran., IL, Test. 77 (177, 
1.20-1; 0) 


УОС [54] 1 METAAOY: MAKAPIOY О 2 TOYZ МАРГАРІТОУХ С 
3 peréxei post papyapirys transp. Ps.-Ephr. тоАфтио$: drum ros Anast. Sin. Xprordv 
ante iva transp. Flor Len 131 4 dv post Өєод transp. Ps.-Ephr, Flor. Marc. 573 
dvÜporrros post yeyévvgra transp. Flor.Len.131 yeyévyrasPs.-Ephr; yivera Flor. Marc.573 où: 
ду Flor. Len. 131 ёсує: éycv Flor. Marc. 573 5 àv ante oddérepov transp. Ps.-Ephr. 
тел ат... бои: Sirti хе: туи bow Anast. Sin. 6 post ocv add. ó Хріотоѕ Doctr. 
Patr., Niceph., Flor. Marc. 573 ras йо ante dzroAéoy transp. Anast. Sin. post ойте! add. yàp 
AnastSin. — трдеос: ý uia ў Ocds (sic) pdors Ps.-Ephr. — Ффбт: катӱАдє» Anast.Sin. post 
Фейт add. ибут Ps.-Ephr. 7 Тилдудролтов: ý érépa ń дудротов (sic) qois Ps.-Ephr. 


dvéBy: dvnAGev Anast.Sin. то% om.Anast.Sin. els rods одромойв V, Doctr, Patr. (om. тойв 
codd. BC), Niceph.; eis róv одрауду шбут Ps-Ephr ante ёё дудофпои add. kaè Ps.-Ephr. 
8 ante ек беоб add. kaè Flor. Marc.573 ante ёк Пардего add, ка! Ps.-Ephr, Flor. Marc. 573 

[55] 10 ЕК... ЛОГОҮ: ЕК THY TETAPTHZ KATHXHXEQEV ЛОГОҮ post 4' 
transp. G 11 д:тАоду G 

156) 13 МЕГАЛОУ: ATIOY V 
АМАЛНФШ ЛОГОТО 


14 Е THN ANAAHVIN: ЕК TOY EIS THN 
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54. BY THE GREAT EPHREM, FROM 
HIS HOMILY ON THE PEARL 


The “pearl of great price” (see Май. 13.46) shares in two natures, so that he 
might reveal that Christ, who is Word of God, is begotten as a human from 
Mary. He did not have a partial nature, since neither would have been a living 
being. He possessed a double nature in perfection, so that he might not lose the 
two of them. Nor did he appear on earth as half-God, or ascend into the heavens 
as half-human. He was complete from complete things: a human being from a 
human parent, God from God, Christ from a Virgin. 


55. BY CYRIL, BISHOP OF JERUSALEM, 
FROM THE FOURTH CATECHESIS 


Christ was double: a human being in what could be seen, God in what could not 
be seen. 


56. BY THE GREAT FLAVIAN, BISHOP OF 
ANTIOCH, ON THE ASCENSION 


“Who will truly speak of the powerful deeds of the Lord, or make audible all his 
praises?” (Ps. 105.2 LXX) Who will present to us in words 
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^ > е ^ 3 r ` r 0 „Ж @ ГА £ 0 £ ГА 
rijs eis ибс єдєруєсѓаѕ тд иеуедов; Аъдротір pice: дебтив avvámrera,, 
pevovons Еф éavríjs éxarépas picews. 


[57] TOY AYTOY ЕК ТОҮЕІХ TO 
KATA IQANNHN ЕҮАГГЕЛІОМ 


» ` с n \ ^ af с \ е / А 

Едє:ёє yàp éavróv dia тод соратікод vépovs б туи ý erépav qiow 
5 ° ^ ^ 

пе да)», iva áporépas адтод ддахдфиеи ras qais, kai rv брфиетор 
M ^ 

аудротоу kai тђу dua афиотов вуеруобаат дєбтута. 


[58] ANTIOXOY EIIIZKOIIOY ПТОЛЕМАМОХ. 
НХ ХРНХЕОХ EMNH2Z@H О МАКАРІОХ KYPIAAOS 


Мэ ouyxéns Tas pices Kal où vaprýoes пер! тї оікоуошіа»: páre тду 
M £ А £ ^ ^ / `+ 9 $ 2 ^ / 
Ocóv, idou та прётоутатф деф: дехоу rà дудротта,д(доу rà. препотта, 
^ / 
тӯ avOpwrdrntt. 


[59] IIPOKAOY EIIIZKOIIOY KQRNZTANTINOYIOAEQS. 
EIS TO“ITAIAION ETENNHOH 'HMIN" 


` \ , ^ / # \ 4 v ^ , £ 
c.» катдв фйсє<тф Àóyo дїєАє,койтт Evwow тодиоаттріоодєоАбутоор. 


[56] Flavianus Antiochenus, Frag. 6 (ed. F. Cavallera, 107), primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. II, Test. 
76 (177,11.6-9) inventum. СЕ etiam. Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test.8 (115 [474],1.4-7); Niceph., Antirrh. 
III, Test 44 (362,11. 4-9); ll. 1-2 (дудроуп и)... púoews): Leont. Jer, Ctr. Mon., Test. 104 (1840 A8-9) 

[57] Flavianus Antiochenus, Frag. 5 (ed. E Cavallera, 107), primo hic inventum. СЕ etiam: 
Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 4 (193); Flor. Marc. 573, ff. 34", 35°; 11. 6-7. (ға... дедтута): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 103 (1840 A4-6) 

[58] Antiochus Ptolemaieus, Frag. de Nativitate (cf. Ch. Martin, Le Muséon 54 [1941], 56, 
1.27-57,1.2). C£ etiam: Flor. Marc. 573, 35; Flor. Len. 131, Test. 97; Gel., De Duab. Nat., Test. 41 (557;); 
1.10 (um... oUcovojíav): Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 78 (177,1. 28); Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc. Test. 7 (115 [474], 
1.2); Anast. Sin, Ной. X,1.2.192 f. (157) 

[59] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Hornilia in Nativitate (?): Frag. primo apud Flor. Chalcedonense 
(Ad Marc., Test. 11 [115 (474), 1. 25)] inventum. Cf. etiam: Anast. Sin., Hod. УП, 2.57 f. (110); Hod. X, 
1.2.180 f. (157) 


УОС [56] 1 дудрот ту... 0eórns: dvOpwrivy (åvðpwreia Thdt.; ý åávðpwreía Thdt. co. d 
J) qóats дебтут: Thdt., Conc. Chale. — дебтив: @eós G 2 ante púsews add. тӯѕ Conc. 
Chalc. 

[57] 3 ЕК TOY om. G 4 post 'EYAT'T'EAION add. AOT'OY V 6 ёпє\лдоу G 
ú” O 6-7 ту брошёутуу буВротбттта Flor. Marc. 573 7 ante офиатоз add. той 
V, Leont. Jer. 

[58] 9 МАКАРІОТАТОХ G 
Sin. уаркўсєіс: “contremiscas” Gel. 


10 cuyxúoeis O; стухбув Antioch; ovyyóons Anast. 
ll post Өєду add. тӯ пісте, Antioch. rà 


avépwmiva: тд dvÜpdymivov V; rov dvOpwrov Antioch. розі |дудраутиа| add. oixovopuxds 
Antioch. ó¿Óou...4p0peoymórmruom. Antioch. 
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the greatness of his kindness towards us? The Godhead is joined to human 
nature, while each nature remains what it is. 


57. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
COMMENTARY ON JOHN’S GOSPEL 


The one who put on our nature showed himself through the cloud of his body, 
so that we might learn of both his natures: both the human being, which is seen, 
and the Godhead that works through his body. 


58. BY ANTIOCHUS, BISHOP OF PTOLEMAIS; 
THE BLESSED CYRIL QUOTED THIS TEXT 


Do not confuse the natures, and you will not be in a state of numbness about 
Gods saving plan. Take hold of God, attribute what is fitting to him; accept the 
human qualities, attribute what is fitting to the humanity. 


59. BY PROCLUS, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE, 
ON THE TEXT “A CHILD IS BORN TO US” 


... and distinguish the natures in your mind, and confess the divine unity of the 
Mystery. 
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[60] TOY AYTOY EIX THN ГЕММНХІМ TOY XPIZTOY 


Ei ил) mapÜévos éuewev ў utp, piòs avOpwros ó rexÜeis ка! оф 
mra. páóo£os ó rókos- eL дє kal werd rókov Quewe srapÜévos, éicetvos dp ó pos 
éyevvijün, 6 ка! ту дорду кекАегореуат dxwdbrws “ае А вфу--об ry 
ovluyiav тфу púoewv дєорду 6 Owuâs кёкраує Аеушт, “ó Kúpiós uov 
Kal 6 дедв pov? 


[61] TXIAQPOY AXKHTOY IIHAOYZIOTOY ЕК 
THX IPOX OEOAOZION AIAKONON EIIITOAHX 


Одк от: фидшкас длтоде вв ту йтёр фбаш Unretv. el yàp кої адрЕ 
dÀmÜds ó Adyos уєуётта, GAN od yrds дудротов ó Хрьотов, 
> ГА ` ^ ` > « 7 ^ ГА T7 € , е, 

évavÜpormioas де u&ÀÀov Өє05, êv Exarépais rats piccow els бпфруев ҮЇд<. 


[60] 5-6 Joan. 20.24-9 


[60] Proclus Constantinopolitanus, Hom. 1 (Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Constantinopoli), 3 (АСОТ, 
1, 1, 104, Il. 3-6). Cf. etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, VIII (49, 1. 17); Niceph., Antirrch. П, Test. 77 (370, ll. 1-3); 
Flor. Len. 131, Test. 81; Il. 2-4 (ei ит... ФоеЛдоот): Tim. Ael, Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 81 (33, ll. 
26-32; 1), Il. 3-5 (ёкєѓуос... Өөн): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.7.196 ff. (189); 1l. 4-6 (écetvos ... роо): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 84 (1836 C6-8; om. ll. 3-5, ó ai ... сгоеЛдауу); Anast. Sin., Ной УП, 
2.52-5 (110); Hod. X, 1. 2.105-8 (152 £.) 

[61] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. I, 405, Theodosio Diacono (PG 78, 409 A3—7). СЕ etiam: Conc. Eph., Coll. 
Cas. П, 80,9 (11,1. 2-4); Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 41 (204); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 82; I. 10-11 (o? ros ... 
Yids): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 105 (1840 А12-14); L 11 (ё ёкотёрод< ... Yids): Joan. Caes., Apol 
Conc. Chalc., Prag, Syr. 112 (44,11. 1094-5) 


VOG [60] 2 «ai om. Doctr. Patr. 3 ante rókov add. тду Procl. (АСО), Doctr. 
Patr. — rapÜévos ante &jueive transp. Doctr. Patr. — post zap0évos add. mais ойх! ка! @eós, 
ко! rò pvorýpiov Яфрастоу; Proc. ёфӣброс: áppáorws Procl; dgOdéprws Leont. Jer., 
Anast. Sin., Doctr. Patr; дфдартов Flor. Len. 131 4 èyevýðņ Anast. Sin. Hod. VII; 
yevvnÜeis Flor.Len.131 post [éyevvij(:] add. rovréoviw åvapápryros Flor. Len. 131 тфу ош. 
Anast. Sin. VII, 2etX,2 — eioeAPebv ante dxwAdrws transp. Procl. — 06 тт: oóros Anast. Sin. 
Hod. VII 5 Üecpàv om. Procl; éwpaxws (quod post Owuâs transp.) Anast. Sin., Flor. 
Len. 131 kékpoye: уєкєкраує: Procl. (АСО Coll. Vat.); ёкёкроує Procl. (ACO, Coll. Ath.), 
Anast. Sin VII, 2 et X, 1; Doctr. Patr. 

[61] 7 AZKHTOY post IIHAOYXIQTOY transp G ante ПНЛОҮХТОТОҮ add. 
TOY O 10 dAnOijs Isid. Pel. уєубууутол O, Flor. Len. 131 дудропов om. О 
11 де post „бАЛоу transp. Leont. Jer, Ps.-Joan. Mar. — jmápycv Flor. Len. 131 Yids: Хротдс 
Ve post У105 add. той Өєод Isid. Pel., Conc. Ephes., Ps.-Joan. Маг; add. тоб деод xai Oeds 
Joan. Caes. 
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60. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE BIRTH OF CHRIST 


If the mother did not remain a virgin, the one who is born is simply a human 
being and his birth is not mysterious. But if she remained a virgin, even after 
giving birth, he was born without corruption—he who also entered without 
resistance when the doors were closed; and when Thomas gazed on the linking 
of his natures, he cried out, "My Lord and my God!" (John 20.28). 


61. BY ISIDORE, ASCETIC OF PELUSIUM, 
.FROM HIS LETTER TO THE DEACON THEODOSIUS 


It is improper to seek out natural proofs for what lies above nature. For if the 
Word also truly became flesh, Christ is still not simply human; but rather, since 
God has become human, a single Son exists in both the natures. 
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[62] TOY ИУТОУ ЕК THZ ПРОХ TIMOGEON 
ANAINOXZTHN EIIIZTOAHEX 


máoy pudar тїрє. озу Kapdiav, ил) mou шіо» бои Хриотод perà т 
oápkcoowÓé£n-Üarépas yd péori dvaipeots 1) mepi ri uiav ovyxardbeais, 
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Xápvßôis, dv Hs mávras eis l'eévvav катогуауейи éorrovdacev. 


[63] TOY AYTOY'EK ТНЕУ ПРОХ TON MAKAPION KYPIAAON 
ЕПІХКОПОМ AAESANAPEIAZ EIIIZTOAHEX 


“Ort де ó GAnOiwos ка! еп! mávrwv Өєдѕ &vÜporros yéyovev, обте à jv 
тратєіѕ, кай б ойк $v проодаВа»т, èv фбаво: 8%си els rápywv Yids, 
дуархов kai árrépavros, првафатов kai 81810, 009” dv aùròs d.pvnbeins, 
тАєїото$ Ехо той dyíou татрдв тиф weyddov Идатас(ои пер! тоўтоу 
ouvaivéves, дудротот rà Üeta Оперфифв диВатейаоттов. 


[62] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. I, 102, Timotheo Lectori (PG 78,252 C12-D4). C£ etiam: Ps.-Joan. Mar., 
Test. 42 (204); Niceph., Antirrh, III (363, ll. 3-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 83; Conc. Ephes., Coll. Cas. П, 80, 
Test. 2 (9,1l. 14-17; 1); 1,3-4 (don ... één): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon. Test. 77 (1836 A3-4); 1.. 3-4 (пот 
-.„стукатавеспс): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, |.2.123 ff. (154; ut cum Test,63 coniunctum); П.3-5 (таст... 
perwheions): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 111 (44,1. 1087-91) 

[63] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. 1,323, Cyrillo Archiepiscopo (PG 78, 369 B5-12) Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, 
Test. 84; Conc. Ephes., Coll. Cas. II, 80, Test. 5 (10, Il. 7-11; 7); Conc. Chalc., Coll. Sangerm. 11 (146, 
11. 24-8; 1);11.9-13 (бт... avvouvéoeis): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 51 (1828 C12-D3);1.10 (êv póoec: 
... 7105): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 113 (44,1. 1099; correctio Severi, ibid., IL 1100-2); 
Il. 11-13 (009 ду... éuBareúcavros): Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 114 (44, Il. 1103-45, 
1. 1107); Il. 12-13 (ттАєйста< ... éuBaredoarros) Anast. Sin. Ной Х,1. 2.126 Ё (154; ut cum Test. 62 
coniunctum) 


УОС [62] 3 post таст add. тойу Isid. Pel,Leont.Jer ^ ante сту add. r7 Isid. Pel. шў... 
-Хриотод: ил] тоо ddxyow тту той Христод iow (uńnws plav Хриотод ici codd. Vat. 649 
et АКаепѕіѕ 1) Isid. Pel. ante Xpuorod add. émi Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131 3-4 той 
Хрістод post одркоси transp. Anast. Sin., cod, M 4 Üarépas ... cuykardbeois: т yàp eis 
шоу ovykaráðeois éxarépas ёстіу друпащ Anast. Sin. Thy piav: mâs Isid. 


Pel. 5 Mávevros; Mavyros Isid. Pel. 6 ý ХруВдив: Хаіродт Flor. Len. 131; "la 
mauvaise opinion" Ps.-Joan. Mar. — karáyeiv Niceph. 

[63] 7 THX: TOY G 9 óreG бот. Ног.Геп. 131 post yéyovev add. dAnOds Isid. 
Pel. 10 êv фйоєои Stour: év ёдо gúceou Leont. Jer; ёк gúcecov vo Isid. Pel., correctio 
Severi ad Joan. Caes. ante «с add. б Isid. Pel. post Yiòs add. ка! @eds Joan. 
Caes. 11 dvapyos ка! àrrépavros: втрептов ка! dvaddoiwros Leont. Jer. првофатоз 
om. Conc. Chale. айтд VO 12 ante ueyáAov add. тод С, Leont. Jer, Flor. Len. 
131 13 ouvécers O, Joan. Caes. úmreppvôs: тёр @úou G; eximie Joan. 
Caes. mÀeíoras ... éuBredoavros: Су тєрї тобтоу mÀeíoras дподе вс roô dyiov 


толрд$ Фу» Адоуасіоо avdpos meppudis rà дєѓа éuBoreócavros Anast. Sin. 
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62. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO THE LECTOR TIMOTHY 


Keep a close watch over your heart, and do not ever accept one nature of Christ 
after he became flesh. For assent concerning a single nature is dissent on both, 
with either the divine nature changing or our own being lessened. This is the 
Charybdis presented by Manes, by which he is working hard to bring everyone 
down to Gehenna! 


63. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS LETTER 
TO THE BLESSED CYRIL, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA 


You yourself would not deny that the true God, who is above all things, became 
human: not changing what he was, but taking up what he was not, existing as one 
Son in two natures, without beginning and without limit, new and eternal. And 
you have many assenting sayings on this subject by our holy father the great 
Athanasius—a man who ventured to discuss divine things in a supernatural way. 
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[63a] TOY AYTOY’EK THE IIPOX ЛЕАМАРОМЕПІХТОЛНУ 


е ГА е 3 , / КА $ ГА , 5 ^ » 
Н qois 1) дубротеба, бали&сиє, ойтє буєтїдєктдє ort KAKÖV ойтє 
^ " ° 

QvOLKÓS Kéxrnrat тд. kakà, GAAG УУФ кай бабиш rv бтбттасцу 

TOV хруатду bropéver: влер kai ó прдтоз пепоудеу avOpwros, kal váy 

дроу THs owrnpias ёёётєсєъ, 7v айтф md)u ó дейтеров Е oùpavoĝ 

5 , y e 5 ^ е ^ ^ 

атедокєу &vOpwros, ó тт ал?) фйо jay ви éavrô етде бдретов. 
\ ` э 3 ^ £ 2/ 5 

Oeds уар dv dAnOas, yéyovev дудротов adn Bas, év ŠÚo piceow els Yids 

тоў Өєоб, où тралте!в rep ñv èv тё) усъбодац $ оше». 


AEONTIOY: Еті пёс: де тоф 7TpoTmyTmoaunévots Kal той pakaplov 
Кур ог, BeBawwrixds rv re трд айтоб Потероу ка! épumveurucdç Ths 
ČANS adrod дьато(ад, пародесда ёотоод&осо цу, iva yudou бт otre 

Ф x [74 ^ , А «ко 47» ЖА A «с» 5 e^: $ 
обтов oUTe Tis érepos rQv llarépov тд “ёк 640” ? тд e€ аро?” ёт 
дуолреов: тоб “èv бо” ер као». По\аҳод yàp катӣ тв Siatpecews 

, £ > / A «с» * » / > \ \ ^» 
Neoropíov paydpevos, où uóvov rà “ёё dy тедекеъ, ФЛ, Kal тӯ “èv 
mpobécer ёт àuporépwv ex phoaro, dis abrobev ёё dv brrerd€apev айтой 
Хрђсєоу рву вот: pabeîv: ёс? власи 96 abrod Tots Adyous тфу хрўсєоу 

` ^ 
Tas ávauguAékrovs póvas, ds ойде uavévres парериттебаол Óvvijoovra,, 
trapabécbat €omovddcapev. 


[64] TOY MAKAPIOY KYPIAAOY ЕШУКОПОУ 
AAEEANAPEIAX'EK TOY ПРОТОУ TOMOY 
ТОМ ПЕРТ THX АГІАХ TPIAAOS 


О uev yàp iepós те табу ал005 ка! софотатоѕ Пао, и&ЛЛоу де 
сбитоз ó ту áyíwv xopós, Surrdv olove( mws Туби тду ётї Yi@ Абуоу 
êyvórací те ка! eloxopilovar wera тд Сусодтуал сарк!, rouréore каф 


и уеусутадал Kal? OASKAn pov óuolwo, iya ибутв диорт(ас. 


[63a] Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. I, 303, Ad Leandrum (PG 78, 357 С6-360 А2). Huius epistulae etiam 
mentionem fecit Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 39 (251,11. 4-7; tr. 184,1. 33-4). 

[64] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Trinitate, Dial. (SC 231.162, Il. 17-22; PG 75,680 B5-11). C£. 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. II, Test. 50 (363, 11. 21-2); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 47a (cum Test. 65 
coniunctum) ЇЇ. 22-4 ( ó соффтатов ... capxi): Doctr. Ран. 4, V (30,11. 9-11); Theor., Disp. (244 
А5-8) 


V (от. ОС) [63а] 4 droudver ante rv Хросту transp. Isid. Pel. 5 odbpavod: айтой 
Isid. Pel. (txt. codd. Vat. 649 et Altaensis 1) 6 дподедокеу Isid. Pel. émibe£ápuevos Isid. 
Pel. 7 €v8óo póaecw: ёк дбо pícecvSev.(utvarialectio) bdo: Ui Veer 8 той: 
Фу Isid. Pel. 

VOG Scholion Leontii 9 ante AEONTIOY add. ZXOAION VG kal om. O 
12 обтов: aùròs V 14 Nearopíov ante Siarpécews transp. G та: +ó O 

[64] 22 рер... kai om. Doctr. Patr., Theor. 23 auras: mâs Theor. деттду... Àóyov 


ante ó copwraros Пабдов (17) transp. Doctr. Patr., Theor, обоуе eos ит» om. Doctr. Patr., 
Theor. èri тод Yioó С; eg’ ‘Yi@ Cyril 
Niceph. 


25 yevéaÜo. Cyr. ante duaprias add. тв 
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63A. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO LEANDER 


Human nature, my dear friend, is neither incapable of experiencing evil things, 
nor does it naturally take on evil, but it undergoes a decline from the good by 
choice and by indolence. This is what happened to the first human being, and 
he departed from the terms defining his well-being; but the second human 
being—the one from heaven—restored it to him when he received in himself 
our true nature. For being truly God, he truly became human: one Son of God 
jn two natures, not changing what he was in becoming what we are. 


Leontius: We are eager to set alongside all these texts that we have produced 
others by the Blessed Cyril, which both confirm [the positions of] the Fathers 
before him and interpret his entire way of thinking, so that people might know 
that neither he nor any other Father has used the phrases “from two” or from 
both” as a way of denying “in two” [natures]. Many times, when he is fighting 
against Nestoriuss division, he not only uses “the elements from which, but 
also uses the preposition "in" for both, as is easy to see from the quotations from 
him we have arranged below. We have been careful, in all quotations from him, 
to assemble only uncontested texts, which not even crazy people will be able to 
misinterpret. 


64. BY THE BLESSED CYRIL, BISHOP OF 
ALEXANDRIA, FROM THE FIRST BOOK OF HIS 
TREATISE ON THE HOLY TRINITY 


Paul, who in our view is truly holy and most wise—or better, the whole chorus 
of the saints together—recognized and handed on to us a kind of double 
message concerning the Son, after his union with flesh: namely, he has come to 
be like us, with a complete likeness, apart from sin alone. 
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[65] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


A ` 5 у 3 А ез чу ел À / 5 0 / 6 \ 3 A ^ A g 

сттов оду ара оті 0 єттї Уф Adyos: àvaÜeréov д1) ov та то? Өєоў буу 
^ ^ H ^ 

Oed, kai cs kal” Huds yeyovóri rà Kal’ Huds, тоутеат та дуйдротита. 


[66] TOY AYTOY ЕК THZ ПРОХ AKAKION «EIIITOAHX» 


Ot де ката ту Avrióxeuav ддеЛфо: та uv СЕ dv уоестал Xpworós ds ву 
{идо ко! ибуалз Evvoious дєхбшеуоь, фбсєау pev єірђкас: диафорат--- 
бт ил) то®тбу, ws &рт» év тогбттті фисик? Dedrns : те Kal dvÜpcrrórts— 
Фа ye ит)» Yióv ка: Хриотду ко: Kúpuov, ка! ws évós óvros aAnbads ё 
афтод ка! прбоотор elvat фас. 


[67] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY B' ЛОГОУ TOY КАТА NEXTOPIOY 


Ei ие» оби дудраутоу брод со, оѓсда kai деду дута ката, qóow абтбу, єй 
ду ёхо‹ kai memaóaopav ei де иер ш» Tas poets оўу TH єідёрал póvov 
tis ev 7 GvOpwrreia, тіс де 81) mdÀuv ý beia, дистдс де рёЛор Ths mpos 
évórgra. съудроийв, дудратодатревв ópoňoyovpévws: ka. oot прдв T) v 
єірђсєтал,“то?ѕ móvous тду карпфу aov фагуесол” 


[67] 14 Ps.127.2 (LXX) 


[65] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, ibid. (SC 231.166, Il. 26-8; PG 75, 681 C13-D1). СЕ etiam: Ephr Am., 
Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 165, ll. 3—5); Doctr. Patr. 13, УШ (83, 1. 19); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 47b (cum Test. 64 
coniunctum) 

[66] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 40, Ad Acacium Melitenensem, 15 (ACO I, 1, 4,27, ll. 12-15 [Conc. 
Eph., Coll. Vat. 128]; PG 77, 191 D6-196 АЗ). СЕ etiam: Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 4 (38, ll. 18-24; tr. 27, 
ll. 11-17); ibid. (44, П. 28-45, 1. 5; tr.31, 1. 31-2, L 1; 1); ibid. Ш, 9 (170, l. 28-171, l. 6; tr. 119, 
Il. 19-24; 4) 

[67] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Contra Nestorium II, 14, 2 (ACO I, 1, 6, 52, Il. 30-4 [Conc. Ephes., Coll. 
Vat. 166]; PG 76, 109 C10-D1). СЕ etiam: Flor, Len. 131, Test. 59; ЇЇ, 12-14 (ei де... óu.oÀoyouuéveos): 
Pamph. XVII (260,11. 169-72) 


VOG [65] 1 ég'Cyr, Ephr.Am., Doctr. Ра. дудвете О 8 оп.С 1-2 ws деф ante 
т тод деой transp. Cyr. (cds: трд< cod. M; om тоб cod. A), Ephr. Am 3 та... тоутеот: 
om. Ephr. Am. 

[66] 4 THX: TOY УО 'EIIIZTOAHZ om. VG; ЛОГОҮ O 5 post óé add. ye 
Cyr. 6 фа кої póvais om. Sev. Ctr. Gram. II, 4 6 фйоєш< Conc. Eph. cod. R 
шеу om. Conc. Ephes. codd. RW 7 дебтув те kai йуброттбтт Conc. Eph. cod. R; те om. 
codd. SD 8 Kópiov ка! Христду Conc. Ephes. codd. SD 9 ante првасотот add. то 
Conc. Ephes. codd. VP 

[67] 10 TOY* TON O 11 GvOpwros Flor. Len. 131 post огодо: add. perà Toúrou 
Cyr. 12 ёує Flor. Len. 131 kai om. o ante póceis add. дбо Pamph.cdB | 79:70 VO, 
Flor. Len. 131 13 post rís деи add. оти V — 07) om. OG, Flor. Len. 131 Buorüs О 


де от. G 14 ёубттто: уєдттта FlorLen.131 биоАоуойиєр»о$ Flor. Len. 131 
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65. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


Therefore the way we speak about the Son is twofold: we are to ascribe to him 
the things proper to God as to God, and the things proper to us—that is, human 
characteristics—as to one who has become like us. 


66. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
THE LETTER TO ACACIUS 


The brethren in Antioch interpret those elements from which Christ is 
recognized as if they were simply bare concepts, and speak of a difference in 
natures—that Godhead and humanity are not the same thing, as I have said, in 
their natural qualities—but they say that he is one Son and Christ and Lord, and 
that his persona is one, as belonging truly to a single individual. 


67. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
SECOND BOOK AGAINST NESTORIUS 


If, in calling him a human being, you realize that he is also God by nature, that 
is fine and I shall cease from criticizing; but if you divide the natures, not 
only in that you recognize what is the humanity and what is the divinity, but 
rather separate them from a convergence towards unity, you are admittedly 
worshipping a human being; and from our side someone will say to you, “You 
shall eat the work of your hands” (Ps. 127.2 LXX). 





242 “ENANTIAX AOKHZEQZ NEZTOPIOY KAI'EYTYXOYZ 


[68] TOY AYTOY EK THX ПРОХ 
ZOYKENZONEIIIZTOAHXZX A’ 


Ойкоби боо> uév ке eis &vvouav, Kal eis uóvov TO брбу Tots THs фихтс 
Opuau riva Tpómov évnvOpwrnaev ó Movoyeviyjs, úo Tas qXocis elvat 
v ` ` А ex * , 3 ^ ^ , 
pauev, eva де Хриотду kai Yióv ка! Kópuov tov той Oeo Aóyov 
évavÜpormcavra Kal седаркоиетот. Kai ei докєї, дєёорєда трд 
парддегуца. ту каб? Huds айтобв avÜecw Kal? ту éspev avOpwror 
сиутедейиеда, yàp ёк фух?в Kal сфиатов, Kal dpa@pev дбо фбавс, érépav 
[ev THs capkós, érépav де rhs iux ijs: GAN els ёё Фихроги дудраутов 


[68] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 45, Ad Succensum I, 7 (ACO I, 1, 6, 153, 1. 23-154, 1. 11 [Conc. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 171]; PG 77, 232 010-233 B1). СЕ etiam: Sev., Phil. (160, 1. 16-161, 1. 10; tr. 132, 
П. 1-20; 1); Doctr. Patr. 2, XIX (16, l. 2; 1); IL 3-5 (ойкоди... papev): Anast. Sin, Hod. X, 
1. 2.10-12 (146); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 28; IN 3-5 (ойкоби... Kúpuov): Ног. Cyr, Test. 42 (126, 
П. 19-22); Sev., Phil. (28, П. 12-16; tr. 22,11. 20-4); — 11. 3-6 (одкоду... ceoapxapevor): Sev., Ctr. 
Gram. II, 13 (121,1l. 12-16; tr. 94, Il. 32-6); ibid. III, 13 (230, Il. 15-20; tr. 161, I. 11-16); Ephr. Am., Ad 
Or. Mon. (IV, 164, 1. 8-12); Justn., Сн. Mon., Test. 17 (10, Il. 30-3); Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 11 (78, 
Il. 20-2); Syn. Hispal. ХШ, Test. 11 (567, A5-11); Theor., Disp. (149 C10-15); Disp. П (220 C4-9); Sev; 
Ctr. Gram. П, 22 (186, IL 1-5; tr. 145, Il. 15-20; 1); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 31 (152, no. 124; 1); 
Theor., Disp. (140 B3-8; 1); 1, 3-р. 244, 1.4 (ойкоби... Evwaur): Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 16 (273, Il. 8-16; 
tr. 192,11. 8-16); Il. 4—5 (8vo ... фаџєу): Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (1080 D11-12); 


УОС [68] 1 THX: TOY G 2 A'om.G 3 évvoías Conc. Ephes. codd. FZ, Flor. 
Суг, сой. С eis... брбу: eis айтд тд идгои ópáaÜa. Anast. Sin., Flor. Len. 131 тд: rod G 
3-4 тов ... Oppaci: тов ris діауоѓаѕ ӧфВа\иоїѕ Anast. Sin, Flor. Len. 131 
4 ёлридротткєу Joan. Dam. Movoyevis: 'EnpavoviA Anast Sin, Flor. Len. 131 
4-5 000... paper: 000 paper elvai tas qiaeis У elvat om. ut lectio varia sec. Sev. Phil. 
160-1 5 post pawev add. ras éveÜeícas Conc. Ephes. (txt. codd. ARWB), Flor. Cyr., Sev., 
Euth. Zig., Theor. Disp. Б — Xpioróv ... Kópiov: Хротд ка! Kúpiov ка! Yiòv Doctr. Patr. 2, 
XIX, Theor. 140B, Sev, Phil. 160-1, Ctr. Gram. Yiov kai Хротду kat Корот Conc. Eph. codd. 
ARWE, Flor. Cyr. cod. C, Sev. Phil. 28, Justn. Conf. Rect. Fid., Syn. Hispal., Joan. Dam.; Xpioróv 
Yiov Kúpıov Doctr. Patr. 24, XI; кай om. Theor. Disp. IJ; «ai Kópiov om. Leont.Jer. post 
Кроу add. биодоуобрет Joan. Dam. 6 бейдиеда, О; де диеда Conc. Ephes. cod. Е 
пров: eis Doctr. Patr.2, ХІХ прдв парддегуша om. VG 7 абтой O, Conc. Ephes. cod. 
L, Doctr. Patr. 2, XIX 8 сиутдеиеда. VG, Conc. Ephes. cod. E, Leont. Jer., Ephr. Am. Def. 
Cyr. уйр:дє Ephr.Am.Def. Cyr. post doers add. ко! ёт айтой Doctr. Patr. codd. AEP; ка! 
ет: adrod ibid., cod. C; ка! ёф’ éavroùs ibid., cod. B 8-9 érépav ... buys: érépav єў 


^ 


Ths фохйв, érépav де тод owparos Just. Ctr. Mon. Test. 50 9 uév +s ...d€ rhs om. Ephr. 
Am., Реј Cyr. тў capis: ту той соратоѕ Conc. Ephes. (om. тту codd. ARWF), Flor. Cyr., 
Leont. Jer. (om. т>), Doctr. Patr. ante тв Шоу add. тт Conc. Ephes. (txt. ARWF), Flor. 
Cyr. els om. Conc. Ephes. codd. ARW, Leont. Jer. 8-р. 64,1.2 ÀX... évwoiw om. Justn. Ctr. 
Mon. Test. 50 
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68. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
FIRST LETTER TO SUCCENSUS 


Therefore, as far as it enters into our cognizance, and only as concerns what we 
can see with the eyes of our souls of how the Only-begotten has become human, 
we say that there are two natures, but one Christ and Son and Lord—the Word 
of God made human and made flesh. And if you like, let us accept as a model 
the convergence within us, by which we are human beings. For we are put 
together of soul and body, and we see [in ourselves] two natures, one flesh and 
the other soul; still, the human being is one from both 
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каб ёушси», ка! obxi тд ёк д0о picewv cvvreÜctaÜo. Qv0poy7rous 8úo 
voetola Tov éva параокеий е, ws env, Tov ёк фихйс Kal сфиатов. Edy 
yap ё»ёАщцеє> то бта ёк 600 Kal дьафбрази púcecov ó els Kai uóvos вот; 
Христов, ддийстастов Шу pera THY évoxaw, дробаш oi тӯ дрд7 д9 
пахдиетов, “Hi pia púois тд óÀov, т< бутудрфптавт ка! тобот iSiav rip 
ё рду ётоиђсато сарка 


[69] TOY ИУТОУ ЕК TOY AIAAOT'IKOY 
ХҮМТАГМАТОХ, ОТІЕІХ О XPIETOX 


y, > 7 L4 ` ГА £ м ГА , ^ 

Ар оду avykéxvvrat kai pia yeyóvaow ёрро qUaei; Eira tis обтод 

* / ER, А ЕА A е ^ А ГА x ^ , 

ФиВрдутутов kai драйв ein ду, ds Ñ тт» дебат оїєсдол тоб Aóyov 
# > ^ 

тетрафдол púo eis дтер ойк Hr, 1) peraywphoar THY aápka. кат ye TOV 


[68 cont.] p. 242, Il. 4-6 (úo ... сєсаркошќуор): Leont. Jer. Ctr. Mon., Test. 61 (1833 B1-3); 
р. 242,1. 4-p. 244,1.2 (900... оонато»): Sev., Phil. (261,1. 2-12; tr. 214,11. 2-12); p. 242,11. 6—9 (xai ei 
..-Vuyfje): Flor. Cyr, Test. 41 (126,11. 14-17); Sev. Phil. (28,11.8-11;tr.22,1. 15-19); Ephr. Am., Def Cyr. 
(ГУ, 128, Il. 8-11); p. 242,1. 6-р. 244, 1.2 (xai ei ... oóuraros): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 144 (1860, Il. 
7-14; om. ка! ei Soret); Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 50 (14,1. 39-15,1. 2); 1l. 1-2 («ai ovyi ... сфиатов): 
Justn., Си: Mon., Test. 52 (15, Il. 17-18); Il. 2-5 (ёду... Фитидраутцову): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. П, Test. 1 
(33, Il. 1-4); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 26,11. 21-5); Il. 2-6 (ёду... сарка): Sev., Phil. (262, ll. 14—20; tr. 215, 
IL 5-10); Ctr. Gram. Ш, 14 (238,1. 30-239, 1. 5; tr. 167,11. 22-6); Il. 5-6 (ei ... odpxa): Flor. Cyr., Test. 43 
(126, ll. 24-5); Sev., Phil. (28, Il. 18-19; tr. 22, Il. 25-7) 

[69] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Dialogus Quod Unus Sit Christus (SC 97, 372, ll. 36-42; PG 75, 1289 
С14-05). СЕ etiam: Niceph., Antirrh II Test. 49 (363, H. 10-18); Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (483, 
119-11); Flor. BM 


VOG [68] 1 каб Фроси» ante dvOpwrros (p. 242, 1. 9) transp. Conc. Ephes., Leont. Jer., 
Doctr. Patr. 1-2 xai оду... rapackeváteu kal oby бті ёк дбо соутдєитал фбоєоу 
(ёк бо púoewv avvréÜevrat Leont. Jer.) 6 dvOpwros, Sto дудреутоив (om. Conc. Ephes. codd. 
ARW, Leont. Jer.) тду éva ›ошстёо» Conc. Ephes. (txt codd. BFEU), Justn., Leont. Jer., Doctr. Patr. 
codd. DV 1 сиутедесодал: ovvnuuévwv Conc. Ephes. cod. В ante бубротоосѕ add. 
ко! V 1-2 ávÜpáyrovs ... ёра: дбо Tots дудраутоив efvas Justn. 2 voetoÜa. post 
éva transp. О; om. Conc. Ephes.codd. EU ос &pqv: GAN éva rv &vOpwrrov (тди адтду Conc. 
Ephes. codd VARWLZ, Leont. Jer; om. Justn. Ctr. Mon. Test. 50) xarà osvÜeow (сбукраси 
Conc. Ephes. cod. B), тт)» (rv Conc. Ephes. codd. VELUZ) ёк фууйв ка! ooa. ros Conc. Ephes., 
Sev. Phil. 261, Leont. Jer, Justa. тоу ёк фохйв: фох?в 81 Аёу Doctr. Ран. 0 фууйв ка! 
cóparos: acparos kai фух?в Conc. Ephes. codd. ARW, Leont.Jer. ёду: dv Conc. Ephes., 
Eulog., Doctr. Patr. 4 post époóctv add. ш> Vat. Gr. 1431 дрӣӯ 8ó£n: дрдодо а. Conc. 
Ephes.codd. ARW 5 xai: ù Conc. Ephes., Flor. Cyr., Doctr. Patr. 5-6 kai... сдрка: 
6 Movoyevis Vat. Gr. 1431 rjv ёё ńuðv om. Conc. Ephes, Flor Cyr, Sev, Doctr. 
Patr. 6 Спофсато: éyew брфто Conc. Ephes. cod. B 

[69] 7 Д7АЛОГІКОҮ: KATA AIAAOTON V 9 дра OG, Leont. Jer, Niceph. 
соукёҳитол G, Cyr. (txt. vers. Syr) post ovykéxvvro« add. ёро púoes Sev. Ctr. Gram. Ш, 
38 ante дифо) add. ai Flor. Len. 131 йог V, Cyr., Sev. Ctr. Gram., Flor. Syr. 12154 et 14533; ante 
фдсєіѕ add ai G, Leont. Jer, Niceph. обтоѕ О 10 post &иВрбутттос add. те С, 
Cyr. 10 ду ante el? transp. Niceph. s: ôs O, Flor. Len. 131 10-11 @úou ante 


ойесдол transp. Flor. Len. 131; ante тетрдфдал transp. G, Vat. Gr. 1431 ante фбос add. де(ат Sev. 
Ad Neph. 
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by union, and the fact that we are put together of two natures does not cause the 
one human—the one say is of soul and body—to be understood as two people. 
For if we avoid affirming that the one and single Christ is of two different 
natures, even though he is inseparable after the union, those who fight against 
right belief will ask, “If the whole is one nature, how did he become human, and 
what kind of flesh from us did he make his own?” 


69. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS DIALOGICAL 
COMPOSITION, “THAT CHRIST IS ONE” 


Well, then, are both natures confused, and have they become one? But who 
would be so stupid, so ignorant as to think that the divine nature of the Word 
has been changed into what it was not, or that the flesh has changed places 
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^ 5 Е ld 5 А 5 ^ ^ 4 3 / ГА 
Ths @ААоифоєсә$ трбтоу eis THY одтод той Adyou; Aunyavov yap. 


[70] TOY AYTOY ЕК THX EPMHNEIAZ 
THS ПРОХ ЕВРАОУЕ EIIZTOAH2Z 


` 5 ГА 5 , [4 \ ^ \ ` / е 
w а) т v L тєрї 15, 0) 
Kai où бту pauev åváyvow womep тид. а vat пер! TAS PÚOELS, dg 
^ ` \ ^ / (А 3 ^ X ` 
петастпуол ev тту той Aóyou góow eis THY TOU дудропои rvxóv, GAN’ 
009 ad tiv dvÜpomívqv eis тту адтоб: voovuévgs де идААот kai 
~ ^ ГА ^ 
Опархоботв ёкатёроѕ ву rà тї llas picews бро, пепрйхда! pauev тт 
évwoiv évoucjcavros тод Aóyov owpatixds TÔ ёк HapÜévov vag. 


[71] TOY AYTOY'EK TON ZXOAIQN 


Оў Qvopio Téov обу dpa ròv éva Küpiov Гуаоби Xpuaróv eis йудротоу 


169 cont.] Syr. Add. 12154, Е 26; Flor. B. M. Syr. Add. 14533, f. 155 Flor. Len. 131, Test. 67; Tim. 
Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 198 (107, 1. 32-108, 1. 10; 1); Sev, Ad Neph. I (42, ll. 16-21; tr. 57, 
116-11; 1); Phil. (141,11. 21-7; tr. 172, Il. 2-7; 4); Ctr. Gram. I, 6 (25,1. 28-26, 1. 4; tr. 20,1. 32-21, 1. 4; 4); 
ibid. Ш, 8 (155, Il. 18-24; tr. 108, Il. 21-5; 4); ibid. П, 38 (250, 1l. 3—7; tr. 184, ll. 1-6; 1); Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor. 1, Test. 20 (32; 1); 11. 7-8 (йр обу... ein): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon. Test. 106 (1940, В2-4);1 1 ~ 
p. 246,1. 1 (etra ... yàp): Sev., Ctr. Gram. I, 6 (27, 11 10-14; tr. 22, Il. 1-5); ibid. Ш, 14 (237,1. 29-238, 
1. 4; tr. 166, ll. 30-4; 1); ibid. III, 41 (325, Il. 16-20; tr. 240, Il. 8-12; 1) 

[70] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Ep. ad Hebraeos Il, frag. (ed. P. Pusey Ш, 421,1]. 15-21; PG 74, 1004 
C6-1005 Аб). Cf. etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 161, ll. 10-16); Doctr. Patr.2, XXXII (20, ll. 9-14); 
Niceph., Antirrh. Ш, Test. 55 (365, ll. 1-2); Antirrh. IV, 61, 2 (479, 1l. 26-8); Flor. Marc. 573, f. 36'; ll. 4-6 
(ка! ой... [adrod]): Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (1081 B12-C3); ll. 4-8 (kai où ... wou): Justn., Сн. Mon., 
Test. 146 (30, 1l. 37-40); Anast. Sin., Ной. X, 2.6.48-52 (178); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 24; Leont. Jer., Ctr. 
Mon., Test. 145 (1856 В4-9; 1). Periphrasim 1. 4 (ка! од... púoeus) dedit etiam Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 
1.2.29 f. (147) 


УОС [69] 1 айтой: dard Niceph.; eóciw Sev. (txt. Phil.) ^ post yápadd. às тобто пошебодол 
бйуотол Sev. Ctr. Gram. 

[70] 3 IIPOZ 'EBPAIOYE 'EIIIZTOAHXZ ante 'EPMHNEIAZ transp. G TH om. G 
4 o) 91; ойдетои Leont. Jer. ó%: де V; де G; дпои Суг, Ephr. Am., Justn., Anast. Sin., 
Doctr. Patr., Niceph., Euth. Zig., Flor. Len. 131; д7 mov Flor Marc. 573 стер ante åváyvow 
transp. G 5 иетасттуаи: orvo: Ephr. Am. pev om. Leont.Jer,Ephr Am. ot? om. 
Anast. Sin, Flor. Marc. 573, Flor. Len. 131 dÀ) oD9' ай: иетатотбтра: де Euth. Zig. 
6 ойде V, Cyr, Leont. Jer, Doctr. Patr, Niceph. аб: айттуу Niceph; om. Doctr. Patr; ad 
ти: айттуу Anast. Sin. codd. AMX “post aó add. тай» Ephr. Am., Anast. Sin. codd. D?K 
оўтой: той Adyov Leont. Jer, Бий. Zig. — post оўтой add. той Adyov Суг, Ephr. Am, Justn., 
Flor. Marc. 573 8 ante Пардехоу add. rs dyias Ephr. Am. 


[71] 10 où om. Flor. Len. 131 дгоріотёор: iaiperéov Thdt., Leo, Flor. Cyr., Leont. Jer., Anast. 
Sin., Flor. Len. 131; dtopiGouev Justn.cod. X оду om. Ephr. Am., Doctr. Patr. po, om. Anast. 
Sin., Doctr. Patr., Flor. Len. 131 оду dpa: др” оду Flor. Cyr. — Kópvov собу Христи: Хриотду 
Кроу Tnooóv Anast.Sin.; Ki prov Хротду усоду Flor.Len.131 Kópiov ка! Yióv kal Хриотди 
Leont.Jer. post Kópiov add. ўи» Sev, Thdt.cod.] Xpioròv om. С 
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with [the nature] of the Word by a process of alteration? That, of course, is 
impossible! 


70. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


And surely we do not say that some sort of confusion has taken place with 
regard to the natures, so that the nature of the Word, let us say, has changed 
places with that of the human being, nor—even less—that the human nature 
has been changed into the Word's. Rather, we say that while each is understood 
and exists within the defined limits of its own nature, the union has taken place 
by the Word's dwelling bodily in the temple of the Virgin. 


71. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SCHOLIA 


The one Lord Jesus Christ is not to be divided, then, into a human being, 
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(бикдв Kal eis Өєду iduKds, GAN éva ка! тду адтду Tnoobv XpioTÓv eval 


\ ~ rd 5 # ô M ` 3 / 5 £ Sr ç 
paper, THY TOV púoewv єідбтєс̧ 0uupopàv ка! dovyxUTOUS GAAHAats де! 
тпробутев айтас. 


[72] TOY MAKAPIOY IIAYAOY EIIIZKOIIOY'EMIZHZ. 
ЕК TH EIT'EKKAHZIAZ ТОМ AAEZANAPEQN 'OMIAIAZ, 
KAOHMENOY KYPIAAOY КАГЕҮФНМОҮМТОХ 


> / е ^ А ^ > 2 зе 
Eùbéws ó корифагов, тд стдца THY дпостбЛоли, Петров“ Z0 el 6 Xpioròs, 
g ел ^ ^ ^ ^ » « ` Ф е ` » [+ \ , . 
б Yids той двой той Ефитов” “Xb ef 6 Хрьатдв, 7 діттт) Pais, б 
э А « X pe ‚_» «Аз + 
evavOpwrjoas: “ad el 6 Хрьстдв. Kat ойк eimev 


[72] 7-8 Matt. 16.16 


[71] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi 13 (ed. P. Pusey, 528, ll. 14-18; ACO L 5, 
222,1]. 31-3; PG 75, 1385 C1-5). СЕ etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, Test. 14 (35); Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. 
Chalc., Frag. Syr. 91 (36,11. 860-3); Sev., Ad Neph. II (23, ll. 10-14; tr. 18, 1l. 1-4); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 57 (1829 C5-9); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 166, ll. 38-41); Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid., Test. 3 (80, Il. 
8-12); Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 1. 2.49-53 (148f.); Doctr. Patr. 7, XVII (53, ll. 6-9); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 32; 
Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 94 (183, ll. 13-17; 1); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 17 (24, ll. 30-5; T); Tomus II, Test. 29 (131, 
Il. 6-9; 1); Flor. Cyr., Test. 104 (157, Il. 16-19; 7); Sev., Phil. (65, ll. 15-20; tr. 52, Il. 1-5; 7); IL 1-3 (éva 
... айта): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 112 (26, ll. 18-19) 

[72] Paulus Emesenus, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae (АСО1,14,11,1.7-10 [Conc. Ephes., 
Coll. Vat. 125]; PG 77, 1437 A 9-1, 4). Cf. etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et Joan. (IV, 148, 
IL 14-18); Pamph. XII (225 £., Il. 256-62); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 85 


VOG [71] 1 коё... tSucds om. У, Thdt. cod. J, Doctr. Patr. codd. АВ — eis om. Doctr. Patr. 
codd. cett., Flor. Len. 131 Tnootv Xpioròv: om. Cyr. vers. Syr; Xproròv Inoody Thdt., Leo, Anast. 
Sin; Хротд ко! Yidv Leont. Jer; Kópiov Гусоби Xpioróv Justn. Conf. Rect. Fid. om. собу 
Thdt. cod. $, Flor. Len. 131 1-3 elvar... adrds: Oct ppoveiv, Tots Tv cewv paper ciddat 
ту Guagopàv Kal dovyyttws аААлАол< rnpoðow адтаѕ Eph. Am. 2 алАЛос Thdt. 
cod. $, Doctr. Ран. codd. CD, Flor. Len. 131 де: Суг, Thdt., Leo, Flor. Cyr., Leont. Jer., Justn., Anast. 
Sin., Doctr. Patr. Flor Len. 131 3 darnpodvres Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 

[72] 4 *EzME2ZH2 G 5 'EK om. G 7 тб... бтостбАоу: тди дпостдАат то 
тод Хретоў стбиа. Conc. Ephes. cod. P; тфу droardAwy тд стбра тду иабутфъ ibid., codd. 
VA; тфу drroordAwy ante то стбиа transp. Pamph. “Петров om. Ephr. Am., Flor. Len. 131; ó 
Петров Conc. Ephes. codd. HXE, Pamph. post Петров add. pnoiv Conc. Ephes. cod. W; eizre 
ibid., cod. P 8 post o? eL add. руси Pamph. ó om. Pamph. 9 ó évavÜporrjcas 
om.Ephr.Am.  postévavÜOporríjcas add. @eós Pamph. 





Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 249 


on the one side, and God, on the other; but we say that there is one and the same 
Jesus Christ, recognizing the difference of the natures and always preserving 
them unconfused with each other. 


72. BY THE BLESSED PAUL, BISHOP OF EMESA, FROM HIS 
HOMILY IN THE CHURCH OF ALEXANDRIA, IN THE 
PRESENCE AND WITH THE APPROVAL OF CYRIL 


First of all there is Peter, the leader, the spokesman of the Apostles:"You are the 
Christ, the Son of the living God!” “You are the Christ, the double nature, the 
one who has become human; "You are the Christ" And he does not say, 
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прдаситог. 


[73] TOY AYTOY ЕК ТНА В OMIAIAX 


> ^ * $ 4 » ` £ « ` 3 Н > 
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[74] KYPIAAOY ПРОХ TAYTA 


, ` / , 2 v se e и " ^ / \ 
Ідо? тойуу» пут баце 0бор ё dylas пууйв, той mpoAaflóvros equi 
дъдаскаЛои, ôs ка! rais roô IIveóuaros dadovyias AeAaumpvopévos 
0.ecágoev т> тд uéya ка! сєтттд тод сотӣроѕ pvoTýpLov. 


[75] TOY AYTOY ЕК TOY I" TOMOY KATA NEXTOPIOY 


Où yap бт yéyove ka" Huds, тд «иа: Өєдѕ фптойеав:. Пбйет; Оўтє 


[73] 4 Isa. 7.14 5 Ман. 16.16 6 Joan.1.14 

[73] Paulus Emesenus, Sermo in Ecclesia Magna Alexandriae II (ACO I, 1, 4, 13, Il. 17-21 [Conc. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 125]; PG 77, 1441 B3-13). СЕ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 86; ll. 4-5 (Hoatas ... 
прбсаитоу): Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 165 (35, Il, 30-3) 

[74] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Responsio ad Sermonem II Pauli Emeseni (ACO 1, 1,4, 15,1l. 1-3 [Conc. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 126]; PG 77,989 C2-6).Cf.etiam: Pamph. XII (227,11. 288-92); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 87; 
Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 166 (35,11. 37-9; 1); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 1,5, 40 (36, 11. 301-4; 1) 

[75] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Contra Nestorium Ш,2 (ACO L 1,6, 60,1. 39—61,1.2 [Conc. Ephes., Coll. 
Vat. 166]; PG 76,129 D7-132 A2). Cf. etiam: 


УОС [72] 1 ante Yíoiadd.oí Conc.Ephes.codd. VAE — Yíoi: Yiòs Ephr.Am. бот. Conc. 
Ephes. codd. SD, Pamph. ante 6 Yids add. 6 Xpiorós Flor. Len. 131 ante ézéyvc add. 
énéyvwake Tas pices Pamph. — пеуго: впеугоке Conc. Ephes. cod. E; éréyvoxa ibid. 
Cod.P | éméyvo kai: пеугоке Flor. Len. 131 kai: yap Conc. Ephes. cod. У/ post иогадикду 
add. той Хрсто? Pamph. 

[73] 3 THX: TOY G"! 4 ante obvadd. у О курйтте Justn. 5 post Петров 
add. де Conc. Ephes. codd. VPSDW тод фитов om. Justn., Flor. Len. 131 6 Угой: 
Христо? О, Conc. Ephes. ante 6 беоЛбуов add. kai V 7 post púoeis add. ко! V, Conc. 
Eph. (sed om. cod E) Just ^ postMovoyevoüsadd.«aiV ^ +ó om. Conc. Ephes. cod. V 

[74] 9 КУРАЛОХ У 9 post путАусаре» add. биг» Conc. Ephes. (txt. codd. AHXE et 
vers. Lat) post дор add. twñs Flor. Len. 131 post ттуўс add. rod ócíov патрдв тшу 
Поддоо Flor. Len. 131 10-11 тод ... д:даскалоо om. Flor. Len. 131 zpoAoflóvros: 
ma póvros С 11 ка! опа. Justn. ante тод Пуебиатов add. Sua Conc. Ephes. (txt. codd. 
AE; тас 614. той: д8, +ç cod. Р), Justn. — Aaerpvvópevos С; ÀeÀaurpuopéveos Pamph. 

[75] 13 post TOMOY add. TON O 14 подеи: поте O, Justn. 
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> 


“Sons, but “the Son of the living God” He recognized, then, the unique persona. 


73. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS SECOND HOMILY 


Isaiah, then, proclaims Emmanuel, which means “God become human" Peter 
says, “You are the Christ, the Son of the living God" —the double nature and the 
unique persona of the Son. John the Theologian says, “And he dwelt amongst 
us” —two natures of the Only-begotten, and the one persona. But God the Word 
remained free from passibility. 


74. CYRIL'S RESPONSE TO THIS 
See, then—we have drawn water from the holy spring: I mean from the teacher 


who has just spoken, and who has made it clear to us—guided by the Spirit's 
radiant light—the great and august Mystery of our Savior. 


75. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
THIRD BOOK AGAINST NESTORIUS 


Just because he came to be like us, he did not lose his being as God. What, then? 
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AEYITIKOY, KEOAAAIOY A’ 


"OÀov де тада» èv тойто тєрадрєї caqás тоб паттров vuv тё 
vorýpiov kai róv д:а той ду(ои Воттісратоѕ кадаргоцбъ. Avo uev уд 
5 /, , ^ ^ ` д ; / \ ^ p 
opvibia reevei Хуфдтуа Cadvra kai kabapà, iva vorjogs Sid TOV mrerewdáv 
TOV oùpáviov avOpwrrov биоў Kal Өєду eis úo pivers, oov Ўкєу els тбу 
е ГА "4 z , + ` £ 3 ^ \ 
éxáary препоуто. Aóyov, двагройретот (Adyos yàp ñv ó ёк Өєод Патрдс 
5 ^ Ф 
avardpipas v сарк! тў ёк уугалкд5), тАлу où иерфбиетот. efs yàp ёё 
ароїу ó Хріотбс. Дій тобто Kal ðs бо ёруід:а Aauflávera, ка! уоєїтол 
mráAw друрбтера, os бу, Му дута ка! кодар. 


[76] 9-10 Lev.14.4 


[75 соп] Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 6 (8, Il. 36-9); Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 19 (198); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 
66, Test. 6 (484, ll. 35-6); Flor. Len. 131, test. 98; Il. 4-5 (Zugeo ... "Eupavourd): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 12 (1820 В6-7) 

[76] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Glaphyra in Leviticum 4 (PG 69, 576 B1~12). СЕ etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor. II, Test. 56 (45,11. 17; 1); Il. 8-12 (GAov ... Srarpoúpevov): Syn. Hispal. XIII, Test. 13 (567 B8-14); 
1, 8-14. (GAov ... Xpuords): Justn., Conf. Rect. Fid. (84, 1l. 18-23); Doctr. Patr. 2, XXXI (20, L 6); 
1.8-16 (ОЛоу... êv): Theor., Disp. (140 B12-C7); 1.7-8 (до... póce:s): Conc. Chalc., Coll. Sangerm. 
14, Test. 5 (148, ll, 2-3); 1. 7-10 (990... yvvau«ós): Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 17 (1820 D 5-10); 
П. 9-14 (6vo... Xprorós): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test.29 (1500 A12-B3); Il. 10-12 (iva... бголробиетот): 
Ctr. Cal., in Doctr. Patr. 30, Ш (220, Il. 4-7); Il. 13-14 (els ... кодард): Conc. Chalc., Coll. Sangerm. 14, 
Test. 6 (148, IL 5-6); 14-15 (81a тобто... кабара): Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 164,11. 30-2; 1) 


УОС [75] 1 uv бт: ти» ó Flor. Len. 131 75v прдв ñu&s om. Conc. Ephes. cod. V 
2 «уол ante dvOpwrros transp. Flor. Len. 131 — паршиттотти О yàp: де Conc. Ephes., 
Justn. 3 ё, om. С post ёх add. pice: те kai Conc. Ephes, Justn., Niceph. 
post dvOpwros add. kai Өєд< G 4 éorw om. Flor. Len. 131 87): де Leont. Jer. айт: 
тадтф Conc. Ephes., Leo. Jer.,Justn. кой от. Leont. Је. dod Өєд<: дедв те диод Leont. 
Jer., Justn. 

[76] 6-7 TOY AEYITIKOY,KEOAAAIOY A": TOY А" KEDAAAIOY TOY AEYITIKOY 
OG 8 де: 07) Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn., Doctr. Patr. cod. A, Theor. ^ cagósom.O тиу 
Cyr., Doctr. Patr. 9 dyiov om. Doctr. Patr. 10 Anp~O var ante keAeóe: transp. Cyr., 
Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. Doctr. Patr., Joan. Dam. 7v om. Leont. Jer. 11 post dvOpwrov add. 
те Vat. Gr. 1431, Leont. Jer., Justn., Doctr. Patr.codd. ACE, Theor. 11-12 eis... dcapodpevor: 
ws ёк Ojo прауийтат тду éva Vat. Gr. 1431 post Sto add. ие» Cyr, Joan. Dam., 
‘Theor. 12 Патрдѕ om. Theor. 13 ante Фу capkiadd. Ó V тӯ ёк: тўѕ Leont. Jer., 
Theor. 13 дер биетов G, Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. cod. X, Doctr. Patr. 

УОС [76] 14 ко! ante did тодто transp. Cyr. dpvifia AapBdverat: Aaufláveras Ta 
дру! в:а. Cyr., Vat. Gr. 1431, Ephr. Am., Theor. post дру(да. add. èv 640 фбоеа: Conc. Chale. 
15 ds êv ante åupórepa (1.2) transp. Cyr, Vat. Gr. 1431, Ephr. Am., Theor. ёи: èv Conc. Chalc. 
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The fact that he is God by nature also does not make his likeness to us 
unacceptable, or make void his becoming human. For just as he remains God in 
a human nature, so, too, while he exists in the superabundance of the Godhead, 
he is none the less human. Both realities, then are surely in him, and Emmanuel 
is at the same time one individual—God and a human being. 


76. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
INTERPRETATION OF LEVITICUS, CHAPTER 4 


Consider carefully and clearly, once again, the whole Mystery of our Savior, and 
the purification that is ours through holy baptism. He commands two birds to 
be taken, which are “living and pure? that you might recognize through these 
winged creatures the “heavenly man" (1 Cor. 15.47-8) and God in two natures, 
as far as that can be expressed in language appropriate to each: distinguished 
(for the Word who shone forth from God the Father was in flesh taken from a 
woman), but not divided; for Christ is one from both. For that reason he is 
understood as two birds, and both are understood as one—but also living and 
pure! 
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[77] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY A' BIBAIOY 
ТНХ ЕМ IINEYMATI ЛАТРЕТАХ, TOMOY В" 


x ріотдѕ де ds убцои Kal Строритб дєстбттѕ та айтФ докодута дєсродєтє?, 
ко! рєсітт ñv, cuvÜeoúons ё ёрайтф ка: els év Фотер ioúons дедтпт0в те koi 
аудротдтттоѕ: dupw yap иа. ка! êv тадтф voetrar Xpuorós. 


[78] TOY AYTOY ЕК THX 'EPMHNEIAX 
THZ IIPOX'EBPAIOYZ' EIIIZTOAHZX 


"Opa. тойуу kai êv досі rots Хидро TÓV éva Xpiorov, TouréoT, Өєду 
evqvOpwanxdra коё дтовуфокоута, ие» саркикдв Опер duaprias, iva тф 
рогтоиф той idiov aiuaros óÀqv dyidon тту еккАтасат, шешетткота, де 
палу dra Өбєїк. 


[79] TOY AYTOY EIZ ТО “ПАКТА MOI 

ПАРЕДОӨН УПО TOY ПАТРОХ MOY” 
Поте uév yap tas дудропопрепев дф а: pwvds, поте де бешкуйе: 
тр&урато, дедтут: ибут хреостобиета, iva уойтол тд avvajpórepov. 


[80] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY B' BIBAIOY ТНУ ЕМ 
IINEYMATI AATPEIAS, ЛОГОҮ Ө' 


Хросў TO OTÜÀQ Kepady, кал ит Kal сдиа Хрусобу: púoews yap THis 
дъот то) кололтАоутеї тду въаоМаиду 6 ёк IHapÜévov vaós- сб Войо де 


[78] 8 xuudpous: Lev. 16.5—cf. Hebr. 9.12-13; 10.4 
26.32 


[80] 18 хрос?... хрусоби: Exod. 


[77] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate II (PG 68, 213 B14-C2). Cf. etiam: 
Flor. Marc. 573. Е 37 

[78] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag. hic primo inventum. (ed. P. Pusey III, 
422,1l. 1-6; PG 74, 1005 A12-B1) 

[79] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Thesaurus de Sancta et Consubstantiali Trinitate, 24 (PG 75, 393 С1-3). 
СЕ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 99; Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 45 (1) 

[80] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, De Adoratione in Spiritu et Veritate IX (PG 68, 637 A7-B2). C£ etiam. 
Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. Syr. 59 (25,11. 563-71); 


[77] 2 TOMOY (TOMOZ G) B'ante THE transp. OG 
от. О kai бу тайтф от. Суг тадтф:одтд С 

[78] 8 тов om. O хиидрров O, хєџшёрро G деду om. G 9 ápaprióv G 

[79] 13 MOY om. O 14 yàp om. Су. dvOpwaomperets: дудропа) препойоас 
Суг 0 бейкрис V 15 гоестол V“, Flor. Len. 131 
18 тф отйАф: тф Ебта Суг; тод стбдои De 
19 тф ёраомошф De Sect. 


4 те om. O 5 дра 


[80] 16 B'om G THX: TOY G 
Sect. — yàp: ye umuy Cyr. 
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77. BY IHESAME AUTHOR, FROM THE FIRST 
BOOK OF “ADORATION IN SPIRIT,” CHAPTER 2 


Christ, as “Lord of the Law and the Prophets,” lays down the law as seems right 
to him; he is also the Mediator, since Godhead and humanity run together and 
become one, we might say, in him. For Christ is understood as both together 
and in the same individual. 


78. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS INTERPRETATION 
OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


See, then, the one Christ also in the two he-goats: God made human, that is, and 
dying in the flesh because of sin, so that by the sprinkling of his own blood he 
might sanctify the whole Church, while remaining still divinely free from 
suffering. 


79. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE TEXT, “ALL 
THINGS HAVE BEEN GIVEN TO ME BY MY FATHER” 


At some points he utters human-sounding words, and others he reveals deeds 
that can be attributed only to the Godhead, so that both may be recognized. 


80. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SECOND 
BOOK OF “ADORATION IN SPIRIT,” CHAPTER 9 


The head of each pole is gold, and the body gold as well: for the Temple from the 
Virgin is made rich by the indwelling of a nature from above. Gold is the symbol 
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дедтптоз ó xpuoóos, drrepoxny Ехо THY катӣ mávræv. Qs Фу БА Tuxóv тў 
тоцідє Aéyc, ёё üpyópov дё ка! ёк Óvotv т) Вдопв: Лаштрдв yap ¿v уй kai 
дгафат с 6 Xpiorós катӣ ye тд “дедв Кфрос ка! émépavev ñutu? ка) 
otovei диро ттр yradow Ëywv: уоестол yap е» тайтф Oeds ка! дудрсотгов. 
Tour; yàp ойшол тд депАти exe Kal ёё друброи тту Васи. 


[81] TOY AYTOY' EK TOY ITPOS®QNHTIKOY 
ПРОХ AAESANAPEIX 


* M /, е , td 3 Е i ГА g ГА £ 
Ei yap kékpavra at 0Úo фбавиз eis ит ат, Erepoovoror rvyyávovoa,, 
oud’ órrorépo, сф erau GAN дирбтерал avyxvÜetaa: hpavioðyoav. 


[82] ТОУ АУТОУ ЕК ТОУ ИУТОУ AOTOY 


` / е ` > ^ ^ ^ ГА ^ E > ^ 
Kai Aédurar ó vaós ёи тф колрф тв Tpinu€epov таў, BovAouévov афтод, 
` f > / > ` е , 5 ^5 / 5 
Kai madw ауёсттоєу abrov, ка! Avon айтф üppijrq ка! dgpdorw À\óyw, 


[80] 2-3 ё dpydpov...  Baous: Exod. 26.32, сЕ 26.19, 21 3-4 Ps. 117.27 

[80 cont.] De Sect. IX; Flor. Cyr., Test. 237 (212, 1. 20-213, L 9; Т); Sev., Phil. (126,1. 4-15; tr. 102, 
IL 13-25; 1); 1.2-3 (¿é арудроо... ńuîv): Sev., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 24 (28, IL 16-18; tr. 20, Il. 14-16);11.2-5 
(СЕ ¿pyúpou ... Васи); Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. (IV, 165, 11. 9-14); 1. 3-4 (Aour pòs ... дудрсутов): 
Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 107 (1840 В6-9) 

[81] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Sermo de Fide, Frag, (ed. P. Pusey III, 538, 1, 20-539, 1. 2: a Leontio 
Hierosolymitano derivatum). СЕ etiam: Doctr. Patr. 2, XXIV (18, Il. 5-7); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 65, Test. 
2 (479,11. 24-5); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 24 (149, no. 114; 1); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 66 (1832 B13- 
C1; £, cum Test. 82 coniunctum); L 7 (є yap ... rvyyávovaai): Rust. Diac., Syn., Text. 308b (240, 
I. 25-6) 

[82] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, ibid. (ed. P. Pusey Ш, 539, ll. 15-25). СЕ etiam: Ephr. Am., Ad Or. Mon. 
(ТУ, 160, Il. 19-24); Anast. Sin. Hod. X, 1. 2.165-70 (158); Doctr. Patr. 2, XXXIV (21, IL 1-6); Niceph., 
Antirrh. HI, Test. 56 (365, ll. 5-6); Antirrh. IV, 65, 2 (479, ll. 22-3); Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Text. 25 
(ed. Kotter 149 Е; |); 


УОС [80] 1 апиедедтутовад4.твУ,Пебес. ¿yeoyom.O 1-2 Qs...Aéyeu: "aurum 
dico secundum talem materiam"Joan.Caes. ОА7...т? тофде Aéyox UA ... THs тодаде yew 


Cyr. 2 тоцідє: rolg O; тоюту де С vov: Sto jv С — Aaumpós ... диафоттс: 
Лаџтрдѕ де ко! д:аразлђѕ в» уў Cyr,FlorCyr апе уў айй.тӰУ èv yf: èv ат! ó vads De 
Sect. 3 ye тє De Sect. — Корго ка! om. De Sect. xat om. De Sect. 4 бирий... 


хол дирофв 1 yrdous афтод Joan. Caes. уифаши: уифили Ер. Am. yeu Cyr, Flor. 
Cyr ydpom.De Sect. татф: TQ С; айтф Cyr. post дедс add. те Cyr; add. те брод De 
Sect. 5 post обща: add. ёст: Cyr, Ephr. Am. тд: ту» De Sect. розі durAfv add. Фопер 
Cyr  xaiom.EphrAm. > хе post Bdo transp. Ephr. Am. 

[81] 7 post AAEZANAPEIS add.'HI'OYN АПОЛОГНТІКОҮ V 
Tvyyáca. G 

[82] 11 xai от. Ерһ. Ат. Averau Leont.Jer.,Joan.Dam. ^ post[AéAvrai] add. pèr Leont. 
Jer,EphrAm.Joan.Dam. ante vaósadd.roó офиатоз AnastSin. èv... тофйс: кат Tov 
тод mwáÜovs колрду èv тў Tpinuepw Tag Anast. Sin. 12 айтду om. Ephr Am. 


8 érepoúcior С 


post дррутф add. тил Doctr. Patr. Kat deppdorw: ка! ebppáorq G; om. Ephr. Am., Rust. Diac. 
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of the Godhead, since it is superior in every respect. But the fact that I say this 
occurs in matter such as ours is perhaps clear from that fact that the pedestal 
[of the ark] is silver, and in two parts. For Christ was radiant and shining while 
on earth, according to the text, “The Lord is God and has shone among us" (Ps. 
117.27 LXX), and this contains, it seems, a double meaning. For God is 
recognized at once also as a human being; that, I think, is the meaning of its 
having a pedestal that is double, and made of silver. 


81. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE 
ADDRESS TO THE ALEXANDRIANS 


If the two natures are mingled into a single mixture, while they are of different 
substances, neither of them will be preserved, but both will be confused and 


disappear. 


82. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


And the Temple was destroyed during the time of his three-day burial, which 
he willingly underwent; and he raised it up again, and was united with it in an 
unspeakable, indescribable way 
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> РА 5 5 AND , э з 3 , э e А 
ой кєкрашеуоѕ €v AUTH 1) бтооєсаркоџёроѕ, GAN дтосфёоу èv éavrQ 
^ ^ е 5 
ту dbo púcecov тфу érepoovoiwv QoúyxurTov тт» :бибтпта. 


[83] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY В" TOMOY THZ*EPMHNEIA2Z 
THX IPOX EBPAIOYZ EHIZTOAH2Z 


$, .. 7 \ 5 / \ СА , A s ` + е ^ e Ра 
Аподйотдутев уар аА» таѕ бо фдсєі Kal дуй шёроѕ тшу éxarépay 
астар батёра Geuvóvres, év nóvows простог paci yevéoÜa, тт you 
Kal ds év ye АД ovvaivéoe kai таотоВооћо kai дєАибтоу poraîs, kar 
э л, 35 ^ , ^ eis 3 + / « A QA 
éketvó тоо то év та Прд ес: тоу Ayiwv AmooróMov yeypauuévov. “той де 
тАлбоу<$ rv zruoreuodvrev Ту 1) Kapdia кої тї puy) uia? 


[84] TOY AYTOY EIZ ТОМ ЕУАГГЕЛГУТНИ 
TOANNHN, BIBAIOY А" 


Eme€epydlerat ё xpnoímws тд cipnucvov ó eúayyeÀuor)s, kal eig 
Suupaveo+épay (yeu Sudvoray тт)» той деортиатов ёбуаши» ère) yap py 
сдрка усуеуйсдал тду тод деой Aóyov, iva urus ёк тоААў< диабкав rfj 
ие» iias adrov бтоЛаВо: púoews ёкдраше?, шеталепоодол де обтсов eis 


[84] Scholion ad 14, odpra ... Adyov: r0 “ó Aóyos оёрё éyévero" V (21) С 
[83] 9 Acta 4.32 [84] 14 Joan.1.14 


[82 cont.] Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 66 (1832 C8-13; 1, cum Test. 81 coniunctum); Rust. Diac., 
Syn., Test. 308c (240, ll. 28-31; 1) 

[83] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Epistulam ad Hebraeos, Frag. (ed. P. Pusey III, 420,1. 9-421, 1.2; PG 74, 
1004 A13-B4; a Leontio Hierosolymitano derivatum). Cf. etiam: Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 143 (1853 
07-1856 Al; ]); 1. 5-7 (дтодиїстӣутєѕ... бото): Justn., Сн. Mon., Test. 53 (15, Il. 30-2; 1); Doctr. 
Patr. 2, XXXIII (20,1. 16-20; 1) 

[84] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Joannis Evangelium 1,9 (ed. P. Pusey I, 140,1. 19-141,1. 4; PG 73, 161 
А15-С1). СЕ etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test 70; 1.12-р.260,1,7 (ётєёєруабєтол... vad): Justn., Ctr. Mon., 
Test. 140 (29, Il. 26-33); р. 260, ll. 3-7 (kaAds ... уа): Doctr. Patr. 2, XVIII (15,1. 23); ibid. 5, IV (34, 
ll. 4-5); p.260,11.4-5 (o... скроти): Ctr. Cal., in Doctr. Patr. 30, Ш (220, Il. 1-2) 


VOG [82] 1 post Абуф add. +$ тридёр Ері. Am., Rust. Diac. dAAd V, Ephr. Am. 
дпосф али оф со Ephr. Am. 2 rav':tovG дбоот.Геопі Је. ^ dovyyórovs rds 
1бъбтутас Leont. Jer., Joan. Dam. 

[83] 4 THE om. OG "EHIZTOAHZ om. O 5 ка om. Гост Patr. 
6 dovvapy датера: тў Ватра дсътофр? (їс) O батёра» Leont. Jer, Justn.; датераз Doctr. 
Patr — дешкуйоутев Leont. Jer. 7 ds om. Doctr. Ра: (ка! œs om. cod. С) ye om. О 
ovvatvecet: сосе OG 8 post zov add. тдха Leont. Jer. 9 morevdvtwy О 

[84] 11 BIBAIOY: ЛОГОҮС 12 déom.Cyr.,Justn. 13 дує, dudvorav: ëvvorav 
дує V 14 oápko:rwà V тод деой: Ocóv V — итти:ит тв С“, Flor. Len. 131 post 
дравіаѕ add. тди Aóyov О 15 uévom.O — адтдиайтобО — qícecs ante бтоА Bou 
transp.O — obrcs: бутоо Cyr. Justn. 
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—not mingled into it or deprived of his flesh, but preserving in himself the 
unmingled propriety of the two natures, each of which had a different substance. 


83. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SECOND BOOK OF 
HIS INTERPRETATION OF THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


Separating the two natures from each other and showing that each is 
unconnected with the other, as is the case with us, they say that union has taken 
place only of the two personas, as if it were a matter merely of agreement, of 
willing the same thing and of common inclinations of the will —something like 
what we find written in the Acts of the Holy Apostles: "and of the number of 
believers there was one heart and one soul" (Acts 4.32). 


84. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON 
THE EVANGELIST JOHN, BOOK 1 


The Evangelist develops what he says further, in a useful way, and brings the 
meaning of the scene to a more obvious clarity of understanding. For after he 
has said that the Word of God became flesh, so that no one, in great folly, might 
suppose that he has left his own nature behind or that he has in this way been 
made over into 
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сарка ка! падє? (дпер dddvarov jv. ddAowwWoews yàp бтбстѕ, kal 
петаВо вв THs ё érepóv т: катӣ TOV той Tas eva, Aóyov, тд Üctoy 
дтфкотац), каЛдв ye opddpa то:ду 6 ӨєоАбуоѕ ётӯуєукєу eùbùs TO“Kal 
éckývwoev бу туй)”, iva дйо vonoas rà отиолубиета, róv те aoqvotvra 
ка! тб €v Ф ý oKhvwois, ил) els офрка тетрдфвав voníons абтдь, 
всктуокетал де uGMov év сарк! ws дір mpooxpnodpevov сфшатьтф ёк 
Ths åyías ITapÜévov vað. “èv адтф yap катфкткє máv тд пАўроша тў 
дедтутов oca Tucós; ws ó Ila 6Àós тои. 


[85] TOY AYTOY'EK TOY KATA KEOAAAION 
TON ХХОЛГОМ .AOT'OY; 


дедв yap àv ката йс 6 Adyos, “ev биогдиате дувротал” yéyovev. 
вбребт де ка! oxjpart dis дудротов, iva бпдруаз els, и тадтф voirai rò 
cvvapqórepov- obre iòs дудрситов обте ил» дудропбтитов Sixa Kal 
capkós ó Aóyos. 


[86] TOY AYTOY ЕК ТНЕУ IIPOX BAAEPIANON 'EIIIZTOAHZ 


Обкобу éuoroyoupevws тд еи ёк THs саркдѕ od pÉ оти», тд де ёк 


[84] 4 Joan.1.14 7-8 Col. 2.9 [85] 11 Phil. 2.7 [86] 16 сЕ Joan. 3.6 

[85] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi 33: fragmentum hic primo Сгаесе 
inventum. (ACO I, 5, 230, Il. 24-7; PG 75, 1404 С1-5; Latine: Coll. Palat., ACO I, 5, 208, Il. 30-2; 
Аттепісе:Е. C. Conybeare, The Armenian Version of Revelation and Cyril of Alexandria's Scholia on the 
Incarnation and Epistle on Easter (London, 1907), 204.) СЕ etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (484. L 
37-485,1.3) 

[86] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. 50, Ad Valerianum, 2 (ACO I, 1, 3, 91,1. 31-92,1. 1 [Conc. Ephes., 
Coll. Vat. 119]; PG 77, 257 В11-15). СЕ etiam: Sev., Phil. (41, I. 16-21; tr. 32, IL); Eulog., Def, in Росі: 
Patr. 29, XV (212, Il. 24-7); Or. 3 (V, 29, 1. 5-30, 1. 8); De Sect. IX; Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, 6 (485, 
11. 5-6); Flor. Cyr., Test. 74 (137,11. 24-7; 1); Sev., Phil. (41,1l. 16-21; tr. 32.,1l. 


УОС [84] 1 jv ante ddvvarov transp. Cyr. ámáegs: dydays Flor Len. 131 
2 črepov: érépoov V* тди: ту G, Flor. Len. 131 3 ye: де V, Doctr. Patr. 5, IV cod. 
Р; тєе С тогу ante opóópa transp. О «000 ante ¿mñveyxkev transp. Doctr. Patr. 5, IV; 
ev0éwsV то: ӧт: Cyr., Justn.; om. Doctr. Patr. 5, IV 5 kaiom.O,Cyr.cod.B тд: тду 
V*G, Flor. Len. 131; om. О raparerpág0o. G, Cyr., Justn., Doctr. Patr. 2, ХУШ, Flor. 
Len. 131 6 бектуокетал: oxnvdcat Cyr, Justa. ёу от. С  iSiws Flor. Len. 131 
7 катфктоє О, Cyr; «aroucet Col. 2.9, Flor. Len. 131 8 óom.Flor. Len. 131 

[85] 11 yàp om. Niceph. 12 ейребу де ка! охтиати: kai сунат edpéOn Niceph 
ivo 12 бтархо els om. Coll. Palat. efs ду тайтф: év ravrórņrı Vers. Armen. 

[86] 15 BAAAEPIANON G; BAAEPION O 16 o)koüv om. Flor. 
Cyr. óuoÀoyoóuev ós Flor. Cyr., Зем, Eulog. Def. cod. А, Eulog. Or.4cod.A +ó uév èr THs 
capkós: 70 re dro оаркб< O, êv om. G; ante +ó transp. Conc. Ephes., Flor. Cyr., Eulog. (uv, то 
то Eulog.Or.4) èk:åròO 
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flesh and become passible (which would be impossible; for the Divine is far 
removed from all change, and from transformation into something else in the 
structure of its existence), the Theologian does a very beautiful thing, adding 
immediately, “And dwelt among us” (John 1.14), so that in recognizing two 
subjects of attribution here, the one who dwells and that in which his dwelling 
takes place, you might recognize that he is not turned into flesh, but rather has 
come to dwell in flesh by taking it on to use as his own body—the Temple from 
the holy Virgin. “For in him all the fullness of the Godhead has dwelt in a bodily 
way” (Col. 2.9), as Paul says. 


85. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SUMMARY 
IN CHAPTERS OF THE SCHOLIA 


» 


Being God Бу nature, Ше Word came to be “in Ше likeness of human beings 
(Phil. 2.7). And he was found “in human form” (ibid.), so that existing as one, 
both might be understood in the same individual. He was not a mere human 
being, nor was the Word separate from humanity and flesh. 


86. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
HIS LETTER TO VALERIAN 


It is agreed, then, that what comes from flesh is flesh, but what comes from 
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деой Oeds: €or де ката тадтду åupórepa Xpuoróos, єї dv Yids kai Kúpuos 
^ > ^ 
perà тв idias олтой capkós. 


[87] TOY AYTOY'EK THZ ПРОХ TOYS 
ANATOAIKOYZ EIMZTOAHZ 


Tas де сбоууеикав ка! Фтостойкдв пер! тод Kupiov pwvds topev той 
деойбуоив дубраз Tas uev коіуотогоботас в ёс évos просфтоо, Tds 8e 
diarpobvras ws ет! дйо púoewv, kai Tas uev Өєоттрєттєїс катӣ. THY дєбтута 
той Хротоб, ras дє ramewás колд, THY дуйротбтуто. парадъдбитав. 

ZXOAION AEONTIOY. Tov Ауатоћмкду оти émióe(£eos тд. биата, 
Tis таройстѕ ҳрђсєшѕ: réBeucev де adTd Kal abTOs Ws Éyovaw ó uakápios 
KópiMos Фу тў oixeia ётістоћў. 


[88] TOY AYTOY ЕК ТОМ XXOAIQN 


ө, 9 T» (А P е Ё x е ГА > ^ 
От: де датухуто: иешетткаотт ai aer Hyouv úrooráoeis évreüDev 


[86 cont.] 22-6; 1); ibid. (304,11. 3-8; tr. 248,11. 20-5; |); p.260,1. 16-p. 262,1. 1 (ойкоб»... Xpuorós): 
Eulog. Or. 4 (V, 35,11. 9-11); 1 (€or... X, puoros): Ctr. Cal. in Doctr. Patr. 30, Ш (219,1. 28) 

[87] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ер. 39, Ad Joannem Antiochenum, 5 (ACO I, 1, 4, 17, ll. 17-20 [Conc. 
Ephes., Coll. Vat. 127]; сЕ etiam ACO II, 1, 1, 109,11. 6-9 [Conc. Chalc.]; PG 77,177 A13-B3). Cf etiam: 
Rust. Diac., Syn., Test. 209 (153, Il. 12-14); Eulog., Or. 3 (V, 16,1. 4-17, 1. 9); De Sect. IX; Joan. Dam., Ctr. 
Jac., Test. 27 (Kotter 150, no. 118); Theor., Disp. IT (241 D6-11); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 27; Flor. Cyr., Test. 8 
(114, I. 13-18; T); Sev., Phil. (14,11. 8-13; tr. 11,1. 29-12,1. 2; T); ibid. (197, Il. 16-21; tr. 162,11. 16-22; 15 
Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 163 (35, Il. 9-12; 1); Il. 5-7 (rds де... pUoewy): Anast. Sin., Hod. X,1.2.2-5 (145); 
Euth. Zig., Pan. H (120 D7-10) 


УОС [86] 1 де om. Conc. Ephes. codd. AD, Eulog. Or.3 ante xarà add. ка! De Sect. ката 
тайтду: ката тд афтд De Sect.; кат айтду Conc. Ephes. codd. VR", Eulog. Def. cod. C, Eulog. Or. 
4cod.M ante Христов а44.9 Eulog.Def.cod.B,Eulog.Or.4cod.M — @vante els transp. Flor. 
Cyr Yiós om. De Sect. xat om. Eulog. Or.3 ante Kópios add. єї Conc. Ephes. codd. WR, 
Flor. Cyr., Sev., Eulog. Def. (Hoc testimonium post Test. 88 transp. G) 

[87] 5 де: ие» De Sect.; om. Euth. Zig., Flor. Len. 131 edayyeAucds ... Kupfov om. Rust. 
Diac. kaiámocroAwdsom.DeSect,Theor. ^ wepiom.OG ^ фалидв ante пер гапзр, Euth. 
Zig. 6 GeoAdyous: детуброиз Conc. Ephes. codd.DB, Justn. 8 post dvÜporrrórgra 
add. одтод Conc.Ephes.codd. HSW.Syr.,Conc.Chalc., Theor. 0 парабидбитос: тарадидобитаз 
V, Conc. Ephes. cod.B; тарадідоутои Flor. Cyr. cod.M; om. Joan. Dam. 

G  Scholion Leontii 9 émdeigews correxi; éz; AéEews G 

УОС [88] 13-р.264,1.6 dru... єіодџедо: peuevýracı де ка! pera THY ToLadT HY čvwo al 
ф00є15 фойухутоп, ка! perà THY olkeícov дотутот Бий. Zig. 13 oyxvro Flor. Len. 
131 yovv: eir ойу Leont. Jer. yovv бпостдовиз om. Flor. Len. 131 af ante бтост@се< 
add. Anast. Sin. Х,1.2 
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God is God. But Christ is both at once, being one Son and Lord, along with his 
own proper flesh. 


87. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO THOSE IN THE EAST 


We know that those who speak of God take some of the sayings about the Lord 
in the Gospels and the Apostolic writings to refer commonly to one persona, 
and divide others as referring to two natures, and assign the ones that seem 
appropriate to God to the divinity of Christ, and the lowly ones to his humanity. 


Comment of Leontius: The words of this present passage belong to the Easterners’ 


exposition; but the blessed Cyril quotes them himself, in his own letter, just as 
they are. 


88. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SCHOLIA 


That the natures or hypostases remain unconfused we realize from this: 
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5 2 \ Ë # э Z ^ СА / е 
єісбредаг тд yap rot xpvatov ётаХуАщиёуоу тф &0Аф иєшёркєу дпер 
jv, kal каталтћоотє uv то údov той xpuaiou rhv ó£av, TAH ойк йтёстт 
тоў elvas EvAov. 


[88] 2-3 сЕ Exod. 25.11 


[88] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia de Incarnatione Verbi 11 (ACO I, 5, 227, ll. 11-14; ed. P. Pusey 
520, Il. 3-7; PG 75, 1381 A15-B4; Latine: ACO I, 5, 190, Il. 27-30 [Coll. Palat.]; Armenice: F. C. 
Conybeare, The Armenian Version ..., 178). Cf. etiam: Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.3.116-20 (168); Doctr. 
Patr. 20, XI (129,11. 7-10); Euth. Zig., Pan. УП (256 B14- C4); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 69; Flor. Oyr., Test. 
102 (156, 1. 5-9; 1); Sev., Phil. (63, ll. 22-7; tr. 50, ll. 20-4; Т); Sev., Ctr. Gram. П, 23 (189, Il. 18-22, tr. 
148,11. 8-11; 1); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, Test. 67 (49:1); — p.262,1.13 (ri... ómooráceis): Leont. Jer., 
Test. 35 (1824 D15-1825 A1); Anast. Sin., Hod. X (152 D11-153 AL); p. 262,1 13-p.264, 1. 1 (отг... 
вгобиеда): Sev., Ad Кери. TI (23, ll. 9-10; tr. 17, 1. 34-5); Ephr. Am., Ad Domn. et. Joan. (IV, 156, 
1.32-3); Pamph. ХІ (209 f., Il. 224-6) 


VOG [88] 1 єісбиєба: éoráueÜa Anast. Sin. 168 D xpvoíw Anast. Sin. 1680 
СпаЛтАцциетог: тайтАецциеко” O; érradedyspéevoy V“; éraAMuévov Flor. Len. 131; 
ёттАєцциёроу Anast. Sin. 168 D codd. УЯУ то £óAov Anast. Sin 2 karamAovret: 
катепобте: Cyr., Anast. Sin. («И cood. M) — karamAovret иеу: karamAovroüp.ev Flor. Len. 
131  €dAq@ Flor.Len.131 ante той ypvo(ovadd.éos G mv ойк дтотт: ойк тест 8€ 
Euth. Zig. 3 post údov add. ойде тўс oike(as ptcews Euth. Zig. 

Post hoc testimonium add. Tijs ката тт) дебтута, тоб Xpwroó kai бубротбттто évavrías 
doxjoews Nearopíov kai Ебтухойв &Aeyxos kai dvarpomi VG 
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the gold overlaid on the wood remained, indeed, what it was; and the wood 
became rich with the splendor of gold, yet did not cease from being wood. 








Diagrammata in calcibus codicum constructa, ut scholia ad p. 154, ll. 15-18, 


Appendix I 


кебодо»... плеира 


V, f. 18: 


П 


О, f. 23: 


Gft337: 


Aóyos 


паттр — cápé 


ойрё 


Aéyos татр 


толтур 


афрЕ ^ Aóyos 


тўр odp Абуоѕ 


marp адрЕ Adyos Aéyos татр сёрё 


афрЕ Aóyos паттр 


Aéyos татр татр ^ cápí  cápb Абуоѕ 
одрЕ 

Абуов татўр 
патр 


сарё ^ Aóyos 


Aóyos 


varjp сойрё 


Aéyos татр 








офрЕ 


Appendix II 


Diagramma in calce O, f. 48", constructum, ut scholion ad Test. 25 (p. 202,1. 9- 
P: 204, [; 2). 
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[ЛОГОС ['HMEIC] 


TOY AYTOY AEONTIOY Ву Ше Same Leontius: 
EIIAYZEIZ TON'YIIO SEYHPOY Solutions to the Arguments 
IIPOBEBAHMENON ZYAAOTIXZMQON Proposed by Severus (Epilyseis) 





VO 1 AEONTIOY: MAKAPIOY AEONTIOY MONAZONTOZO 2 'EIIAYZIZO 
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[1916 C] "Ест реу rà проту hiv Kata tov 607 Aóyov ёк rv åylwv 
Tlarépwv ovverheypéva трд то?ѕ dd Местор(оу те ка  Ебтихобв ixavd, 
Өєод хдрть mpós reAe(av йуатротђ» ту paraiwy Aoywpdv “тў 
pevõwvúpov yracews.” Ered 66—"épevperai какфз”, xarà тди Üetoy 
атботоћоу, дутєс— “ёЁЕМтоу ёЁєрєуудутєѕ éfepevwijoeis", Ws тос 
тодАо& уошібєсдол ёёуо тісі <Aoyiopois> ка! ойк éumeprexouevors 
rais mpòs aùroùs Hon yeyevyuévais тиф бутиррїсєо rà viv abrods 
кехрподол, йуаукаѓоѕ, катд, ту дшєтёрау rÀv karà деду åyaróvrwv 
протроттт,т ëv ёкєірокѕ uév териехбиста,ойк eis Аептбду 8€ ёёђтасрёро, 
уои! Оптуоребаацет, iva éxovres mpos éxe(vois ка! тадта кота “тӯс [D] 
pevdwvipov ууфовов” одк dyevvi, oluan émewnuara, Tfj ddAnbeia 
ovviotaiobe. Йрбоца де rv ет давал кота тёё ds ка! ў тфу 
дпортийтот периехе: Stacker}, дадоушфтерог адта. иедодейат ка; 
биеийбуст. 


[1] ANTIOEZIZ ИКЕФАЛОУ. Фбош ó Adyos дуадаВвфу дудрет тр, 
M > ^ L4 £ bl 4 > > # > f 
тлу €v [1917 A] à єідє: Dewpoupevyy Ñ тту èv дтбиа ду Ло Вет; 
АПАМТНХІХ OP@OAOEOY. Ti yap; "Erepov оїє тотту elvat пор” 
вкейту; 
АКЕФ. Nai, єйтєр ý uév èv пе: дєорєітол, т} де èv évi rÂ dpOud. 
OPO. A o) трдѕ Š Протпоа, дпекр(дув. Od yàp el èv eife: Kai èv 
ву дешрестол абттр тд Стобиеубу ватии--тобто yàp duorsynrar—ar ei 
airy кей”), Kaxeivy айтт, Ñ тра. ойсо. ruyydver. Tó yàp èv évi Ñ èv 
, , ^ 4 > Ф x Ana ^ ^ 3 
тАе(ос: тадти дєорєгобол, rà èv 015 ват: Torda 7} £v дєорєїодол тоге? o) 
THY фбаш ëv 1] TOAAA фа(уеавал mapacKevdler фопер ди де èni те 
Леикой хе: kai тод AeAvkaapévov, etre ву etre mAElova dau тд. èv [Blois 
z À / 0 ^ 7 Ó ` ^ e x nA > Ф ¥ ^ 
7) Лєокоттѕ Vewpetrar. "От: де тадта ovTws exei дўАо> ёё Фу ó ris 


3-4 et 10-11 тв pevdwrtpov уушавов: 1 Tim. 6.20 4 бфейрета! кака: Rom. 
1.30 5 é£ mov é£epevvávres éŠepeuvñoeus: Ps, 63.7 (LXX), v. 


VO2 те от. О 
«ойдю Loofs (34) 
om, O 10 O 
14 диеиййуст: edbdvwv О 
ой] Ох 21 ei V 
Tou? О 


4 Üctov от. О 5 dvres ёёЕМтоу от. О апе é&¢Aumov conj. 
6 Хоугоцобо supplevi 8 ante Өєду add. 70v О 9 èv 
12 ovvicracde V; suvicracbat О 13 дпорруийтел V* 

16 dvéAaflev post Üecpouuévmv transp. O 17 érépav O 
22 évom.OV abr... abry: ari)... arh O 26 тадто: 
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What we gathered from the holy Fathers in our recent work, by way of true 
doctrine, against the followers of Nestorius and Eutyches, should be enough, by 
God's grace, to defeat completely the vain reasonings of spurious insight. But 
since they are what the divine Apostle would call “inventors of evil” (Rom. 1.30), 
*they have given up investigating the investigations" (cf. Ps. 63.7 [LXX]), so that 
they seem to many people to be using some fresh [arguments], not contained in 
out previous reply to them, we now have been forced by your inquiring—you 
who are friends according to God's love—to answer with arguments contained 
in that work but not worked out in great detail, so that you might have in addition 
to that work these refutations—which I hope are not inconsiderable—of their 
spurious insight, and that you might stand by the truth. I shall begin with these 
solutions in the order in which the objections have been raised, taking them up 
and settling them in a more-or-less dialogue form. 


1. Objection of the Acephalus: “When the Logos assumed human nature, did 
he assume it as understood generically, or as in an individual?” 

Reply of the Orthodox: “Why do you ask? Do you think the one is different 
from the other?” 

A: “Surely, since the one is found in a multitude of subjects, the other in a 
numerically single one” 

O: “But you're not answering my question. For the question is not whether 
[his humanity] is found in a multitude or in one subject—we agree on that— 
but whether the latter is the same as the former and the former as the latter, or 
whether they are different. For finding a nature in one subject or in many makes 
the subjects in which it exists be considered many or one, but doesn't cause the 
nature to appear as one ог many: as is the case, surely, with ‘the [color] white and 
a white object, whether the objects in which whiteness is found be one or many. 
That this is so is clear from the fact 
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púcews Adyos êri те mi Bous Kal évós б abros дпод(дотал“ бу уар ду 
дтодфв Adyov тєрї THs бтА pioews, обтбс Go. Kal ет! тўѕ Фу тид 
деороцибте дпобовтостол, Kal ойтє тоААа< TOLET púoeis тлу play тд 
modoùs тойт peréxew, ойте ат Tas Todds, Kav eis тобтоу цетехон, 
ёду ў б тайт иетехот ёк Siapdpwv суукейиетов. 


АКЕФ. Туу rwà оду дуеЛаВве pow; 

OPO. Nai Аа тту aùrùv обват TÔ е(де. 

АКЕФ. Tide пара тайтт ý Отбатасс; 

OPO. “Ori тд ueréxyew от? QÀÀov trove’, ок QÀÀ)otov, 
АКЕФ. Обк ёсті оду Ados дто QÀÀou; 


[C] 'ОРӨ. О? тйутоу$› ews ду pre биооботоз pare KEXwpLoMevos 7 
TOU сирифестфтов Kal суукецетои: тадта yàp TOLET TAs Drrooráceis. 


АКЕФ. Обк Ш обу rois dgopuorucoís {боша су 7) тод Хрстод 
дудратбтув той косо? тд дот айто? yc pilovoas 

OPO. Пато uév обу, ÀY од прдв тду Aóyov тобто, аЛа трдѕ тд yévos 
тд тё» дудротот, Е Ôv owpaTtıkÂs avvéorqkev. те! Kal avTOs б Aéyos 
тов dgoptorucoís amo тод кошой Tíjs дедтттов їбг нас», ws Yids koi 
Aéyos, KEXWPLO[LEVOS, oU Tovrous коё атд THS кат айтду дуротдтттоѕ 
кєҳдриотал, алла тодтогѕ ие» атд тод Потрдв Kai той Пуебиатоз, 
éketvois [D]8é ато тв иттрдв ка! тд» дудрупаз keywpiouévos, тоб 
TOV aKpwv dpopiaricois luna, ту mpós. Фаутбу kowwwviav те Kal 
evwow котадеуетац, б Omoovarornry ev TOV акро», ётерооџсибттти де 
TOV шеру évoúpevós те Kal биалройиеков, Kat ту д:аорду ё ¿vavríos 
Tots ‚кро тоойўцєуо$—єйтєр еп! тойтоу MEV TO тойтду тўс ovoias 
ouvdarrov, TÓ érepotov тўс Отостӣсєоѕ баре, evravda де тд érepotov 
THs ovaias xwpilov, тд тайтду ovvánret THS UTOGTAGEWS. 


[2] АКЕФ. MAN éketvo оюк üv е ток, as ý шеу 0тботасіс TÓ Ót ртиёоу 
[920 А]ко kaf’ éavró Опдрхо» dmAoi, ó б де бредидв, ка! ибМота THs 
duddos, aAXo т: Tapa тобто onpaivers Паѕ yap дрдиов ё €v тообттүть 
povas де Bown &rrocov. ei де THS povddos то йтосоу Kal д: тобто йтошо», 
дидбов dpa ка! таутдѕ дрдцоб тд ттосду ка! дитрт]цёуоу. 


VO 2 епиперго 3 фбсєіѕ ante roret transp.O 4 тайтту О 6 фйоу 
om, О 9 peréxov О  дЛХого: dAdo ду O 104т O 14 адтоб 
om. O 15 robrov V“! 16 ó ante а0тдв transp O 21 éavróv: 
avrov О 25 ewámTov V 26 хор ст V 29 8vá8os: TpiddosO дА 


то: ДАА бт, О 30 «де... атосоу om. О“; additur іп marg. manu recentiore 
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that the same definition of nature is given, both for many subjects and for one: 
for the definition you give for a nature by itself you will also give for a nature 
considered in a subject, and the fact that many individuals share in it does not 
make the one nature into many; nor does it make the many into one if one 
shares in many, [that is,] if the subject which shares in it is in fact composed of 
different [natures]? 

A: "Did he assume an individual nature, then?" 

O: "Certainly, but one which is the same as the species” 

A: "And what is the hypostasis besides this?" 

O: "Sharing in it makes [the subject] distinct (allon), not different (alloion)” 

A: "Is it [i.e. the individual nature] not, then, numerically distinct (allos apo 
allou)?” 

O: “Not completely, as long as it is neither of one essence with what coexists 
with it and is combined with it, nor is separate from it; for that is what produces 
hypostases.” 

A: “Did not the humanity of Christ distinguish what was peculiar in him 
from what was common, by its distinguishing characteristics?” 

O: “Of course, but this did not happen with regard to the Logos, but with 
regard to the class of human beings, from which he took his physical origin, 
since the Logos himself, separated as Son and Logos by distinguishing 
characteristics from the common substance of Godhead, is not separated by 
the same marks from the humanity he shares in, but being distinguished by one 
set from the Father and the Spirit, and by another set from his Mother and from 
humans, he receives through these distinguishing characteristics of the 
‘extremes’ his coherence and unity with himself, united and divided by the 
essential likeness of the ‘extremes’ and the essential difference of the ‘parts, and 
realizing the difference in a way opposite to [the way] the ‘extremes’ [do]—if 
indeed in their case, the sameness of essence unites and the difference of 
hypostasis divides, while here the difference of essence divides and the sameness 
of hypostasis unites.” 

2. А: “But wouldn't you say that the hypostasis signifies that which is distinct 
and exists by itself, while number—especially duality—means something else? 
For every number consists in quantity; only the monad, taken by itself, is 
without quantity. But if lack of quantity, and therefore lack of divisibility, 
belongs to the monad, surely quantity and divisibility are part of the dyad and 
every number.” 
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OPO. Одкобу reb) дрдиой ка! rdv пер! aóróv дори дтсу 
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като d€ ws mpos тд дуо Àéyera, дфор етац 82 тў той Фибитов Kai 
катерхоиетои охеовь,обтсив kal ó дрдидв адтдв каб ваотбу obre д:олрє? 
ойте avvám ei GAN dupdrepa деХетал тў то: сусе, ofov ý Suds, з) 
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"vopévov, éy ве тў тфу mpayuárow ётитћокў ка! апуббов: тобто 
bpioracbat. 
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ту проуидтал Епеодал уошодєтє?», ВАА. и) TH тфу троунатоъ 
ývwpévav те Ù Sinpnucvav pice tov Фрдиду oquetov пошетадал 
ӧтЛотікду той тосод тфу Ómrokewiévov, QÀÀou Aóyov kal où тод ар:род 
табта діалродутбѕ тє ка! avvámrovros: tva. ил) Àdyw ёт Kal айттуу тту 
той apiOuod дои трд тд тооду oí тєрї тайто, dváyovres, тоб тосой 
pao. тб uev elva, avvexés, тд дё iypnuévov, kal т еи ёё èyóvrwv Ес, 
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érepoyevés rapiornaw. Ттпоу yàp kal avOpamou Kai Bods Tpeis A€yovtes 


2-p. 276, 1, 14 (2р:бџдѕ ... ёує/ Фиойвуттал: cf. periphrasim apud Joan. Dam., Cir. Jac. 50 
(4.124 Е). 10-11 (ó дрдидв ... дехеташ): citat Pamphilus VI (161, ll. 118-19). 
28-p. 276,1. 4 (ei pev ... поротореу) cf. periphrasim apud Pamph. VI (163, ll. 149-57) 
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O: “Well, since you bring up number and its characteristics, we must say 
this: that number is understood in two ways, one as taken simply and in itself, 
the other as considered in relationship and in things, as ‘white’ is understood to 
mean both whiteness and that which is made white. Now the nature of number, 
by itself, neither joins nor divides, nor does it have concrete subjects; but as up 
and down are said of the relationship of what goes up or down—but the thing 
itself, considered absolutely, is neither, because it admits of both, and itis said to 
be up with respect to what is down and down with respect to what is up, and is 
distinguished by the relationship of ‘going above’ or ‘coming below —so 
number, too, taken by itself, neither divides nor unites, but admits of both ша 
specified kind of relationship, as in the case of the dyad, the triad, and so on. For 
if you consider the units themselves of which they are composed, it is divided 
into those units; but if you look at the whole they comprise, then it is joined 
together from them. Two and two, for instance, are joined together into four, 
but four is divided up into two and two. So that the truest position is to say that 
the nature of number has nothing definite about it, neither division nor unity, 
but that this consists in the interweaving and combination of things. 


“И is a sign of ignorance, therefore, to insist that the division of concrete 
things necessarily follows from the nature of number, rather than to let number 
be a sign indicating the quantity of subjects, based on the nature of the things 
united or divided, with some other factor—not number—dividing and uniting 
them. And I shall not even add that those experts who reduce the very nature of 
number to quantity say that quantity includes both the continuous and the 
discrete, both in things which have location and in things which do not. For we 
predicate ten cubits, for example, of a continuous piece of wood, and do not 
divide the unity in the ten-cubit piece of wood along with the number. Again, 
when we speak of ten bushels (modii), we understand these to consist of discrete 
objects. And so it is with other things. Now if number is ascribed to natures, it 
does not primarily signify their quantity, but their diversity. For when we say 
that the natures of horse, man, and ox are three, 
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0токєциєуоо, kupícs eupaiver, єї той ye ётї т@> и) Kal? éavrà 
éuqouvouévov GAN ара те Kai év ЛЛІ дутои тє kal ywopévav 
фас o) тд Kexwptopevor, Ла тд дидфоро» SnAcdoei, єтє èri TÍjs 
Deodoyias, eire émi rfjs olkovopías, eire Ст! таутд< преуцотов. 
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24-5 ei yàp ... wvornpiou: СЕ Gregorius Nyssenus, Refutatio Confessionis Бипоти З (ed. 
W. Jaeger II, 313, Il. 13-17; PG 45, 468 B13-C3); Contra Eunomium III, 3 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 131, 
Il. 19-22; PG 45,705 D11-708A2) 
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we mean not that they are quantitatively distinct, so much as that they are 
different in form; but if we speak of three men— Peter, Paul, and John, let us 
say—we signify rather their distinctness, and mean that these particular 
individuals are so many in number. 

*So in the holy Trinity we confess three hypostases, but proclaim one nature 
and substance of them, not considering any of them to be insubstantial, nor 
indeed predicating a number that distinguishes a quantity of substances, since we 
are well aware that in this way diversity of substance would be introduced. The 
Arians recognized this too, and used the term ‘substance’ for substantial 
hypostases, thus implying difference in substance. So, too, in the Incarnation we 
speak of two natures, and signify thereby that they are formally different, not 
separate; we do not, in their case, speak of a number of hypostases, even though 
the natures are not anhypostatic, just as in the case of the Trinity [we exclude] 
number of substances: no hypostasis there is confessed to be insubstantial, just as 
here neither [substance] is anhypostatic. We are fully aware that not even in the 
case of individuals which are separate in both hypostasis and nature—such as: 
this particular horse, this particular ox, and this particular man—does nature 
signify separateness, but always difference, just as hypostasis signifies the 
separateness of the subject, but not what the subject is. The point is, in things 
which are not referred to by themselves, but which exist and grow along with and 
in each other, nature does not indicate that which is distinct, but that which is 
different, whether in the case of the Trinity, or the Incarnation, or anything at all” 

3. A: “Admittedly hypostasis and essence or nature are not the same thing in 
reference to the Trinity; but in reference to the Incarnation they are the same as 
each other. For if the new aspect of the mystery has made the natures into 
something new, as the holy Gregory says, I think it will make new nomenclature 
for them as well, so that according to him the name and definition of each will 
fit both? 

O: “I can’t think of any excess of ignorance which that will not outdo! For 
the definition of things is predicated in the same way of what belongs to the 
same genus or the same species, as experts in such things can show. For if, in 
defining simply the word ‘substance; we should say it signifies the [actual] 
existence of a thing, everything 
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27 ка! ток åyíois Херафци суукайбптеташ“ cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 45.4 (PG 
36.628D) 
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which shares in the name of substance will also share in this definition, even if 
there is an enormous difference between the substances themselves. For we say 
God, angels, man, animal, and vegetable exist as substances, and the term 
‘substance’ is applied commonly to all, but the ‘existence’ of these things signifies 
not the nature of them or the manner [of their existence]; for the particular 
definitions of each thing go on to indicate those aspects. The categories, which 
are predicated in the same sense of the genera subordinated to each other, make 
it clear that this is so. Both genera and differences, too, are predicated of species 
and of individuals; for they are applied in the same way to substance and to 
living beings, both corporeal and incorporeal, rational and non-rational, 
perceptible and intelligible, and not more to one and less to the other, but in the 
same way, equally, and—to put it in a word—by definition. Circular definition, 
as it is called, is refuted by the manuals of logical demonstration as another 
instance of this; for it operates like someone who declares something, then puts 
himself forth as witness for his own argument, and insists that it is credible 
because he said it! 

“Tf, then, the proofs about both the life-giving and holy Trinity and about the 
great Incarnation of God the Word, one of the Trinity, were not produced by the 
Fathers—and are not still produced—from universal terms and definitions of 
substance and hypostasis, or person and nature, then our discussion is a 
reduction to absurdity rather than a demonstration. For let someone explain 
why hypostasis and substance, or nature and person, when used to refer to the 
Trinity, define and explain what is common and what is proper, while this is not 
equally appropriate in the case of the Incarnation. 

“For to say that because of the newness of the mystery these things are 
defined one way for the Trinity and another way for the Incarnation sounds, 
first of all, as if one is unaware that God himself is the most mysterious of all 
mysteries, concealed even from the holy seraphim; and it is towards him, as the 
great Gregory said, that the mysteries we share in here are pointed. All language 
ought in justice to be silent in his regard, all intellectual movement ought to 
cease, as it passes over to that which is above language and thought. And the 
mystery of the secrets of God, which has been revealed, is as much clearer 
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than that of the Trinity as the supernatural lies beyond the clarity of nature. 
Is it only the definition of hypostasis and substance, after all, which is given 
new meaning in the Incarnation? Is it not every word and every name and 
every expression? Why is there absurdity here and not everywhere? ‘But 
that is naturally impossible; as the great Basil said, ‘and therefore it is also 
unreasonable.” 

A: “As far as the Trinity is concerned, all the Fathers unanimously have 
declared that hypostasis clearly differs from substance, or person from nature, 
in the same way that the particular differs from the general; but in the case of 
the Incarnation this rule is not observed by them, but they often speak of 
hypostases instead of natures, and conversely of natures instead of hypostases, 
as if in this way to present the equivalence of both. The blessed Cyril, after all, 
says: If anyone divide the hypostases ...; and later: “The natures, or hypostases, 
remain unmixed? And the great man whose very name means Immortal 
[Athanasius] asserts confidently that there are two persons in Christ. The 
Fathers would not have done this unless they knew that the definitions of these 
terms had been newly formed in the Incarnation.” 

O: “I would not say, myself, that the definitions of these terms had been 
changed, but rather that they used these terms, in my opinion, for different 
things. For the use of terms, which happens in many stylistic ways, is one thing, 
and what is signified by them principally and by definition is another; after all, 
the holy Scriptures, the holy Fathers and customary speech handle words by 
metaphor and ambiguity and inversion and other rhetorical figures, but dont 
give a common definition of these words when they do this. Surely the great 
Apostle can call the parts of the human being ‘men’—the ‘outer’ and the ‘inner 
man’—but in speaking this way he is surely not predicating the terms for the 
whole man of the part, but rather is referring to each part 
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by the title of the whole, just as he likes, conversely, to call the whole by [the 
name of] the part. And it is the same in the other holy Scriptures, as everybody 
knows. So we know that in the same way it was customary for the Fathers to call 
each nature a hypostasis or a persona, not only with regard to the Incarnation 
but also with regard to the Trinity, just as some of them said that the human 
person himself is composed from two hypostases; but we know they do not say 
that nature shares in the definition of hypostasis or person. And since all of 
them define the Lord as ‘one and the same, they deny that there are two 
individuals Гопе and another’] in him; that is proper to the hypostasis, strictly 
speaking. They are taking nature here as sharing the name but not the definition 
of hypostasis. When, then, our language proceeds through names [like these] 
simply and freely, nothing prevents it from using the names without precise 
distinctions; but when there is a struggle and a discussion about doctrine, then 
we must refrain from using verbal ambiguities, and take the proper meanings 
from the definitions themselves, so that the precision of the things themselves 
may not be damaged by the imprecision of words.’ 

4. A: “Simple things are not composite, and therefore the nature of a 
composite being does not admit of the definition of simplicity. If this is so, it is 
an impertinence against those who speak of ‘one composite nature’ of Christ 
to think, as some do, that they mean it is simple and non-composite.” 

O: “The nature of the composite being is not the same as the nature of what 
is compounded. Just as the nature of a bond is not the same as the nature of the 
things bound together, but the nature of the bond is one thing—called a ‘male’ 
or ‘female’ connection, for instance—while the nature of the bound pieces of 
wood, let us say, or of the vessels, which are tied together by the bond, is 
something else, so the nature of the composite and of union is not the same as 
the nature of what is compounded and united. For composition and union are 
either relational or essential, and [union] by juxtaposition or mixture or 
accumulation or harmony or adhesion or confusion or blending or whatever 
other different types of union there are said to be, present to us different natures 
that are being referred to by the one specific term: union. But the nature of the 
things that are united or compounded, or that allow themselves to exist along 
with each other in whatever way, also admits of another definition—that of the 
things themselves; and this is peculiar to each of the united objects, unless they 
have undergone confusion. 
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“What, then, do you mean by saying, one nature of Christ, and that a 
composite опе? It must mean either [the nature] of the composition, or of the 
objects compounded, or of the product of both. But if the composition is what 
you mean by this one nature of Christ; you will be giving the definition of 
union, not of what is united. And if [you mean the nature] of the objects 
compounded into the whole Christ, there will be two of those, not one, since 
neither of them changes and is transformed to the nature and peculiar quality 
of what is joined to it, but preserves, even in union, the difference between 
them. And if [you mean] the product it is most appropriate that this be—and 
that you call it—the hypostasis rather than the nature of Christ, since the nature 
of Christ cannot be of one nature with the nature of the Father in the same way 
as it is one with the nature of his mother, nor in the same way [one] with the 
nature of his mother as it is with the nature of the Father. How then do you 
speak of ‘one nature of Christ, and that a composite one; if the term ‘Christ’ 
does not signify a nature, but a hypostasis, in association with (peri) which the 
natures are observed, and in which the persona is defined? How shall we get 
around this—the really novel product of this newfangled wisdom?" 

5. A: "All unique objects, we say, which have an identifiable nature, are also 
said to be ‘one nature’: as the sun is one, and heaven one, and therefore there is 
one nature of the sun and the heaven, and so forth” 

O: "But don't you know, my friend, that the nature of the sun is the same as 
that of the stars? And that heaven is the same as the other heavens? Light and 
air and water, and mixtures of them, have their common element in such and 
such a nature, but their being this or that individual is signified by the particular, 
determined definition of the hypostasis. For if you define heaven as the rounded 
outer surface of all things, or the common limit of intelligible and perceptible 
things, you have not expressed its essence, but its hypostasis; and if [you say 
that] the sun is а star that shines by day, or the star that holds the middle position 
among the planets, again you have expressed the hypostasis of the sun, but not 
its nature. For the nature of every hypostasis is understood to be given in the 
common definition, such as its being fiery, or airy, or earthy or watery, or 
rational, or non-rational, or living, or non-living, or perceptible, or intelligible. 
These essential qualities express the nature of the subject; the added note, which 
marks off each thing individually, characterizes the hypostasis of a thing. It is 
false, then, to suppose that each single object 
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also has a singular nature; on the contrary, it has a common nature, according 
to its common species, and a proper hypostasis, which distinguishes what is 
proper in it from what is common by defining marks and characteristics. For 
just as ‘Paul’ and ‘Peter’ are not names of a nature but of a hypostasis, so ‘sun’ and 
‘moon’ and ‘morning star’ and ‘heaven and [the name of] this particular bird or 
earthly or watery thing, distinguish and separate [each of them] as a particular 
such-and-such from the common substance by the individual note of the 
hypostasis.” 

6. A: “We know that many people have rejected certain sayings of the 
previous inspired Fathers, both those before the Council of Nicaea and those 
after it, because heresies have misused some of their ideas and phrases. For this 
reason, we know that the blessed Cyril did not use some patristic expressions, 
especially that of ‘two natures, since Nestorius took them in a topsy-turvy way 
to express division, and abused the authority of the ancients. So we too now, 
out of caution, define Christ as existing from two natures, but not in two 
natures.” 


O: “This is neither an honest nor an opportune excuse, but your scruple is 
really wholly unscrupulous, if because of the monstrous fact that people have 
misused the phrases of the theologians you reject the expression of these 
inspired men. For heretics misuse not only the writings of the Fathers, but those 
of the Scriptures, too, as it pleases them. Indeed, according to your rule, we 
would have to imitate Marcion’s daring and cross out many expressions in the 
Scriptures. But it is not legitimate to do this, either with the holy Scripture, or 
with the glorious Fathers, but one must hold on to what is most appropriate 
both in their thoughts and in their sacred words, and purge away the 
misinterpretations of heretics, and show that the Fathers have taken certain 
ideas one way, and heretics the same ideas in another. After all, every expression 
admits of opposite turns and misinterpretations. So we find even the great 
Athanasius making excuses for Dionysius [of Alexandria], and the blessed 
Cyril himself not simply rejecting phrases out of hand, but adding ‘as it seems 
to Nestorius—and not only this, but in many, nay, in all his works, also 
confessing the two natures. And if this always holds good: that subsequent 
generations 
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тфу продарфйутат pwvas паратебодол, éËéoro Kai ий, ered) 
Едтоутјс те kai oi йт айтой как@5 éypijcavro т mÂ cecapxwpéry, 
raórqv паралтесодал“ ? ил] парагтоциетов, ко! адто?ѕ THY èv бо púceo, 
соукатадёуєодои. Ei шеу yap иехр: той џакаріоо Кор Аои ёстт та тду 
aipécewy, GAN обх! ка! ó тауу айтфу émiBowpevos аретикдв repa para, 
Ебтухтб,тдха av бу тобто буби: el де ка! wer’ abrov yeyóvaaw аќрєтіко!, 
сто év тў é£ovaío rdv perayeveorépwv Kal т@ тиси», dis gare, ил} 
0ó£avra Леусодал пдЛол, 8:0. THY ёт адтду atpeaw eEovaiav éyew abbis 
Aéyew, кой и4Мота ётёъ ovvóðois rà тоадта бр та. Айс [D]ydp 
maons ámopías катӣ kavóvas еккусвастикойв, тди дифотеровв rois 
pépeow дифовттоуиетот, ý тед» ovvóðwv ет! криопс: Kal ó mpos raras 
дтоцахбиетов oùkér mpos ёлатрбоота,трдѕ OAOV dé TOV Хрьотватоиду 
craciáGov єўрїокєто Ó и) табдоциєу трие, дА дева quAoveucias 
троастас&цуоь. 

[7] АКЕФ. Tas pices uóvm T émwoíg xai теб Üewpoünev. 
буфоаттев èv оду TavTas, Лостд ат ёрро фбс Kal тайтту oúvÜerov 
elvai те kai kaAetaÜaí paper. Qi yap Ауф бџєїѕ tas дтостӣсє тӯ 
êmivoig ЛаиВдтоттев, kai тойтос бусйаттев eis шах ómóoraciv айтдс 
cuvr(Üere, тобто TH Aóyq ка! Тибо púceus,els шох pow суутавешетол, 
офстухебиетол,ка! THY Siaipecty exKAivovar катту evwaw уроріЌооси. 
Ei де jets odyxvow укаЛобиква. 8:0 rs ovvÜérov picews, xai úpeîs 
[1932 А|тайтти ойк дтофєўёєобє did тв ойу ап” с úrooráoews. Os 
yap av Абуо Tas бтоотӣсєіс eis óróoracw сииагуагубутев, фтрептоив 
тайтав атодєіёлте, тойто$ kai T)ueis дркобиеда. eis тд TAS фбавив eis 
pvow cuvriéva. ка! дтрепта èv тӯ тоабтр GuvÜéoe, тд. évwbévra 
qvAárrew. 

Рд. Tv énívouav 61 Патерев kai ó QÀm07s Aóyos дитти дпефтатто 
civar. H реу yap olov петров ris ат: ка! епеуббилонв, THY 


р. 288,1. 27-р. 290, 1. 10 (ту émívoiav ... dvetSwAoroinae): Doctrina Patrum 28, I (198-9): 
Titulus: ёк ту Acovriov цогаход (ёк тод povayot Acovríov cod. С) тоб Bulavriov, ór 
бетт] 1) émívoua; Joan. Dam., Dialectica (= Прут) Гуфоесв I) 65 (Kotter 1.135, ll. 84-97; PG 94, 
660 B4-C6); cf. etiam Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jacobitas 29.1-9 (Kotter 4.129; PG 94, 1452 A1-11) 


VO 1 sapavretotou: поролтпосовал о 
4 суукатадехеодан: катадёҳєсӣол V 9 dpilerar V 16 uév ойу: ye ит О 
Qupa) ante pilav transp. О 22 аторєдётодє О 27 oi Патёрєѕ kai от. Joan. 
Dam. — efvas ante дпефтрарто transp. Doctr. Patr.; om. Joan. Dam. 27-8 dmopaiverat 


3 mapaitovupevous о 


Joan. Dam. 28 olov om. О; ofovei Doctr. Patr. „тоа О, Doctr. Ран. ёст: post 
¿=ev0úumous transp. Joan. Dam., Doctr. Patr. 
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may reject some of the expressions of the great men before them, then we too 
may reject that of опе nature made flesh; since Eutyches and his followers 
misused it. But if we do not reject it, then they should accept the formula ‘in two 
natures. For if the business of heresy stopped at the time of blessed Cyril, and 
that most notorious of all heretics, Eutyches, had not been found out, then 
perhaps you would be right; but if there have been heretics after him, too, then 
let it be in the authority of later generations to say again, because of heresy on 
the subject, what some of our ancestors, as you point out, did not feel compelled 
to say, and especially to do this when these phrases have been defined by synods. 
For the solution of every difficulty which is disputed between two parties is, 
according to the Church's canon, the judgment of a synod. He who fights against 
these decisions is thereby stirring up resistance not simply to certain persons, 
but to all of Christendom. We cannot be accused of that, since we love the truth 
above contentiousness.” 

7. A: “We, too, recognize [two] natures on the purely conceptual level; but 
once we unite them, then we say that from then on both are, and should be 
called, one nature, and that a composite one. For by the same argument with 
which you accept [separate] hypostases on the conceptual level, and then, when 
you unite them, compound them into one hypostasis, so for us when the natures 
are compounded—without confusion—into one nature, they avoid division 
and display union. But if we are accused of confusion because of the compound 
nature, then you, too, do not escape this accusation, because of the hypostasis 
which is not simple. For by the same arguments with which you bring the 
hypostases into one hypostasis, yet show them to be unchanged, we are able to 
compound the natures into [one] nature, and still to preserve what has been 
united unchanged in this kind of synthesis.” 

O: “The Fathers and true reasoning have shown that there are two kinds of 
conception: one is a sort of additional thought or reflection, 
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бЛосҳєрў kai ddidpOpwrov rv проуийтат ёёолАойса те кої 
д:асафодса Üecpíav kal yv@ouv, ws тд тў aicOnoe 8ó£av elvat бтћобь, 
TH подупрауиовту той vol подиререв те kai тогкіЛоу dvapaivedBau: 1) 
де дудпЛасца. diavotas туухдув:, ката съипАокт» alo0joeós те Kal 
фаутасіаѕ ёк тфу [В]дутоу rà pndapds бута соут:дєѓса ка! elvai 
добафоиса-тогобту де ёсти  тфу ппокеттайрс» ка! Хєірђроу Kal тфу 
тообта иидопЛаат(а: тфу yap дАоу rà шерт Aauflávovoa Kal ёк ть» 
шєрду ddo т суут:дебоа, kara тоААт» é£ovoíav те Kal єдкоћољ, rà 
unõauðs év Опоатдав: ка! ovoia десробиета Фи тӯ дгато(а. Kal Tots 
Абуо дуепАаавт, єїта ка! rats 0Лалѕ Stapoppoupery аує:до)Лотойає. 

Kara moíav roívvv, à дацийсие, тду émwowv тобтал» Dewpiav таз 8úo 
pvoeis AapBavers; Ei wev ойу катӣ. тту paru, деортийтол” ддрогаца, 
аЛ од qócecv oúvoĝov тду Хриатди «(иал бріст: тогайтт yàp 1) боі [C] 
ту ето! бул деорттфу: ei 8€ cord, тту деутерат, obre праушітау 
ойте деортийтот, pevddv те ка! Siaxévwv dvarrAacuav т» cavroü 
Sidvovav пА рл) пепойуказ, ка! бута eidwAodAarpias o00év ть Хот тб 
тогобто Õioioer óróre о:деатесто: Hudv Патерев où Tas рйоєіѕ TH émuvoía 
elvat wpicavto, Од. тту Siaipeow тойта катд. THY прот émívoww 
ее, фаси,. Ника yàp, фасйи, ai pices Suicravrar rais émuvoíaus, 
стубишрестал Kal тд. дубиата, ws elvat тд TH émuvoía, Aeyópevov ттрд< 
dvribiacToAny ths кат évépyeuav Siaipécews: Tv ÖS moppwrarw 
атотєшјӣшєуоь, TH uév evepyeia tas pvoes elvai тє ка! каЛесодол. 
åmephvavrto, r1)v дё тобта Siaipeci кат émívouw &Aafov,rà. ил} Sunpnucva 
Tots mpayuaow ws Sinpnueva тф Ауф vroribéuevo, Sud THY [D] arpemrov 
T@v бусдеутсот, ка! wera THY ёрои, diapopay те Kal :дабтпто. 


^ ГА А 
ПоОв тойлуу ëmuvo(a, uóvy yvwpivers ras púoeus, Kal evepyeia тобто 
/ > ш 2 ` г 3 , А 5 R A P 
yrwpilouevwv; IIós де ка! raras тў émivoia ЛаВоу, ойде тату 
guÀdrreus, AAN eis iav фои айтдв, ойк 019” rnws TH émwo(g 7) тӯ 


VO 1 trav прауидтат ante Kai дд.фрдрсотот transp. Joan. Dam., Doctr. Рам. re om. 
Joan. Dam. 3 7H om.Joan.Dam.,Doctr.Patr. totvodom.Joan.Dam. — ávagaívera, 
Joan. Dam. post [åvapaíveoĝa:] add. ofov ó dvOpwros dmAoós patvopevos, тў émivoig 
dumAobs катауоєїтол, ёк puys те ка! couaros соукєішєуоѕ Joan. Dam.; add. in marg. abr 
ý Aeyouevy ЧіЛ) émívow. Doctr. Patr. codd. ACD (cp. infra ad. 1. 10) 4 ávárAaoua 

vavoias rvyxáve, om. Doctr. Patr. cod. В тє от. О 5 elva. om. Joan. Dam. 
6 бб атта V 6-7 ко! rÀv тообтат от. Doctr. Patr; ка! трауєА@фозу Joan. 
Dam. 7 éAwvante yaptransp.Joan.Dam. — ка! опт.Отфуот.У,Посй.Ра!г. 8 т 
ante &Адо transp. V 9 post úrooráoe: add. тє O, Joan. Dam. 9-10 ante rots 
Абуо add. év У — Adyous: Aoyropois М дгадорфоциет: Дотупоциетт Joan. Dam. (txt. 
codd. fam b) 10 àv eióoAomoígoe О post дуедоЛопойуас add. айту де Аеустал 

15 BewpnudtwrV avroð: адтод О 17 тоіобтоу О 

26 тдв фбов:в om. O 27 тобту: тобтт» O 28 016 


iiA) впброва, Joan. Dam. 
19 pasiv: фтсіу VO 
Orws: оїда пое V 
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which explains [unfolds] and clarifies the general, unarticulated insight and 
knowledge, as when one shows, by the busy work of the mind, that what 
seems to our perception to be simple is manifold and full of variety; the 
other is the creation of thought, which weaves together perception and 
imagination to produce, from real beings, what has never been and suppose 
them to exist—such is the fabrication of hippocentaurs and sirens and such 
things. For it takes the parts of whole beings, and from the parts puts together 
something else; with much freedom and facility it molds in thought and words 
what is never seen in hypostasis and essence, and then combines them with 
material form in a mental image. 

“By which consideration, then, my friend, of these kinds of conception do 
you understand the two natures? If by the first, then you will be defining Christ 
as a collection of propositions rather than a convergence of natures; for this is 
the kind of nature possessed by objects of purely conceptual contemplation. 
But if you understand them in the second way, you have filled your reasoning 
with neither things nor propositions, but with false and empty fiction, and such 
thinking differs not at all, really, from idolatry. After all, our inspired Fathers did 
not define the natures to exist only on the conceptual level, but understood the 
division between them according to the first kind of conceptualization. For 
when natures, they say, differ in conception, the names also are distinguished, 
so that what is said to be [different] on the conceptual level is called this, in 
distinction to actual division. Rejecting this completely, they showed that the 
natures exist in actuality and are called such, but the division between them 
they understood as purely conceptual, understanding that things which are not 
separate actually can be separate rationally, because of the unchangeable 
difference and peculiarity of what is united, even after the union. 

“How then, can you recognize the [two] natures ‘purely on the conceptual 
level; when they are recognized also in actuality? How, too, can you accept them 
conceptually yet not preserve them in concept, but rather blend and confuse 
them in some way or other—conceptually or 
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ёуєрүєїф, pipers тє ка! ovyxeis, кайтер тв émwo(as, emi те тфр 
Офестфтоз Еп! те rüv дуупдркто», иетд. THY TOUTWY съитАокту Kal 
уси» TabTa yvwpiovons те Kal 6uoroyotons; Ordre Kav ў сбухисие 
пер! avras оуиВеВткех, оїдєу ý émivora rà ёё бу угор (ен те Kal 
dtaxpiverv. Абт pev оду тд тў emivoia uóvy tràs pioers yvopíLew тд 
àvómapkrov айт@у Kal дуобопог, 1) тд ovykeyvpévov ка! ?)gaviauévoy 
катаскєуабєг тд 8 Kal pera THY Evworr, unde тобто abrais óva 
[1933 A] kat rdv деортийтат aórÓóv dvovowrépas, ка! тфу 
суукехицерат „Лот épÜappévas abras drogaives. 

Подеу бе ка! пара Tivos oor Tò ёё ómoorácecov Tov Xpioròv ovvTevar, 
тфу Опостдавои тд Sunpypevor, ws Tiv mpórepov etmopev, kai тд Kal? 
éavró Офеотов nàovoðv; Пбте yàp Sinpnuévas ras фйавив kal каф 
аот troordoas éyvos, tva тайтос суудфаз ёё broordoewy abróy 
elvai doyparions; Obre yàp трд THs Evdaews тобто Myew дешитду, етер 
и) продгатепЛдодол тд» dvOpwrov, ff dbrodeSuxévar Өєду Aéyew 
ToAuds. Обте де тб тў éruvo(g двапретду eis табтдъ TÔ тў évepye(a, pépew 
є0сєВес: [B]o? yàp боа Kara rìs émwoías ws émwoías каттуорестоц, 
non Kal кото тду jmokeuévov тў Фпиойд mpayudrov табта, 
KaTnyopnOnoerar Kat дий тодто, THs кот évépyeiav Siaipécews Tas 
Опостдовив éyobons те kal riÜeuévus, ý кат èrivorav Siatpeots rv TOY 
brroord.cewy дрдид où парадехета. Qs yap 76 кат èrivoiav е бои èri 
те Патрдв kai Yiod, rjj тод airíov Леубиетот pice, Tò тӯ púcet peilov où 
соує:сбує, ойто тд кат énívouav Siaiperdv тд Kar’ évépyevav où 
Guvetod в: тоте, Kal 8:0. TOUTO ойде TAs Ú7roordoeus. 

Tis де тду dyav оеитду, ка! уєАутоу тд уеб, où mrardv биду 
катаҳёє: уюта, 7] иёААо> où orvyvòv тёудоѕ перВаЛесто. Kal vókra 
Baia, трдв т dceBeia тђу тосайтту dAoyíav jv évvody; Ту yàp 
ара Скат ye бои kai xpóvov тд трд ка! perà ил) karaĝeyouévwv, 
итде ойто той џакаріоо Кър Мои тд wera THY Evwow A€éyovTos, úueîs 
тодто Aéyew ойк aideiabe; °H yàp о? rÀv бра ý Evwors kal rà évwbévra, 
дтау u) ws прдуцото GAN dos évwbévra mpaypara außávnras Под де 
kai ý датерои Отор ив про тв evicews—rijs дудротбтитоб, pnui— 


Scholion ad 30, 7: tows ef V (24) 


VO 4 atraV 11 eizrapev О 14 ера om. O 
SiaremAdaba10 — etraO úroðeĝoikévarO 16 7@:760 тӯот.О 17 ós 
émoías om. V 22 той Патрдѕ ка! той УюбО — rfjom.O 28 уєтєО perà 
от. О  kxaraóeyouévov: дехошеуот V 30 7: el OV" (Torres) од тфи: адтфи О 
31 AapBdverarO 


15 mpodiarremAdobau: 
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actually—into one nature, even though our way of conceiving both of things 
which exist and of non-existent things, recognizes and acknowledges these 
things [as distinct] after their connection and union? Even when a confusion 
has taken place between them, the conceptual process can recognize and 
distinguish the elements from which it comes. But to recognize the natures 
‘purely on the conceptual leve? is to make them non-existent and non-essential, 
or else confused and obliterated; and to fail to attribute this [distinction] to 
them even after the union, shows them to be even less substantial than the ideas 
of them, and more corrupted than things which have been confused. 

“But where and from whom do you have the idea of compounding Christ 
from [two] hypostases, since—as we have said before—hypostases signify what 
is separate and exists by itself? When did you recognize the natures as separate 
and existing by themselves, so that when you joined them you could offer the 
opinion that he exists ‘from [two] hypostases’? For it is not right to say this 
before the union, if you do not dare to say that the man was created first, and 
then put on God. Nor is it reverent to identify what is conceptually different 
with what is actually different; for not all that is predicated of the concept as 
concept can automatically be predicated of the real things (pragmata) that 
underlie concepts. And therefore while actual distinction contains and posits 
hypostases, conceptual distinction does not admit of a number of hypostases. 
For just as what is said to be conceptually ‘greater’ in the case of the Father and 
the Son, by the nature of cause, does not imply that one is greater than the other 
by nature, so what is conceptually distinguishable will never imply actual 
distinguishability, and therefore does not imply hypostases. 

^What very solemn person, who holds laughter in ridicule, will not burst out 
in broad laughter at you—or rather will not wrap himself in gloomy grief and 
deep night—when he thinks of such illogicality as yours, over and above your 
impiety? For what exists together in nature and time does not admit of ‘before’ 
and ‘after’; and if the blessed Cyril does not speak of ‘after the union’ in this 
sense, are you not ashamed to say such a thing? Do not union and the united 
belong to things that exist together, when they [= the things] are understood 
not just as objects, but as united objects? And where does that one element—I 
mean, the humanity— 
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o M \ , € ^ f £ ` * Ld + 
та. TÒ pera TavTHY бий” доушатібтто; Пбтє де т} évwois yevouéwm 
пепаитал, iva СА ті тд тайтув drroréAeopa, ойк èv айт, АЛА uer 
оттуу ка! mapa rà é£ Фу ести, топте то; Où yap бати 1) Evwats в ў 
ту yevouévo kai иткет: бутат qois, дпобат Ерол тт тоб ypóvou 
ГА ig s 7 м А А КАС: \ А ^ ^ 
paci. Tis де yevouévmqv éravoe; Kal а ri "Iva rò [D] neva тодтоскотўто, 
` ` 
€i ил) mou Apa. алто uev Evrwaews TipŠoo, eis де ту ovyxvow uerafléBnkev. 
а ` ^ / / 5 7 * > ^ \ \ ' é ~ 
Ó kai Лоу Aéyew дЛоутєѕ, дете шеу, droppHEat 8€ тду góprov THs 
diavoias оду Omonévere, ойк оїда пдтерот 0:0 тд THS doeBeias apdpyrov 
^ 4 LA 
Ñ тб тоу éAéyx wv бтароќтттоу. Kai yàp obres éxeu Ó реу daeBes Aéyew, 
\ э ^ , Aarvys \ «аз a v ^ ка 
Kat evvoetv ómÀovóru б де Aéyew децитдт, Kai évvoetv дагот: uGAÀov де тд 
[ev évvoety тд evoeBes Sixasov, тд де ка! ÓoAoyetv owThpiov, катӣ TOV 
десоу Атботоћоу. 


‘Hy dv тойуу оўу troordcewv Evwow ВЛА. púoewv mpeofevóvrov, 
TOs Üpeis тд ит) Sedopevov Ws дедоцегот avváyere; Пдат де ñ e€ovola 
[1936 А]той Aóyov, ту oóyxvow ка! тд Qoúyxurov тд айтд пошеби 
amotéAcopa packet! El yap pow piav tas дйо mow? Kar’ айтойв тд 
добухутог, тобто 8 айтд kai 1 oÚyxuous moiety ёпістатол, Aeyérocavy 
tis 7 д:афора тв ovyxvoews Kal тод датухотои. "Ouovov yap т тоодои 
тов amo Neoropiov mpoowmos ка! Шпоатфава ка! Sdrarpoupevas 
тдеаси adras, etra. ил) дгалреги paoxovar. Ti yap äv érepov ó évepyeia 
diaipw@v потао: more; Ei бє pre тту diaipecw ai бтостӣсєіс Kar’ 
Exeivous, UATE THY abyxvouv 7) ша qois катӣ TOUTOUS єіобує, Аєуёто) 
Tis бтоїбу TL ётєроу «рол BoúÀera, тд THs Ówupécews 1j ocuyxúcecos 
arroréheopa ка! бтєр б соуйттоу èv, ил) avyyéov де, 1) ó THY Oarépas 
19:0ттта роЛатто», ил) Siaipdv де, drodwaevev дасе Ву. ПОз де ras úo 
ф00є15 Tapatrovpevol, Ws TaVTWS тўѕ диддов кат афто? THY Siaipecww 
[Bletoayovons, úo (д:0тттаѕ Aéyew o) паролтобута:;"Н ris ó Лдуов-- 
илдепоте cvvadnfevotons ris йутирӣсєо, ката, AoyiKny дттбдєё»— 
avrovs, ws AAO Ti Ñ) Kal évavriov Aéyovras, тђу u(av сесаркошету KATA 
тфу 600 Tas pices Aeyóvro прогохесда:; "Н yàp тайтди оти raís Svo, 
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exist before the union, so that you can speculate about what happens after it? 
And when does the union which has come into being cease, so that the product 
of it can be supposed to exist as something else, not in it, but after it and 
alongside the elements from which it exists? For union is not like the nature of 
things that were and are no longer, as they say time is. Who has brought it 
[union] to an end? And why? This word ‘after’ ought to be examined, to see if it 
doesnt begin from union and pass over into confusion! This is what you really 
want to say, and are in labor [to say it], but you cannot endure giving birth to the 
burden of your minds—I don't know whether this is because of its unbearable 
impiety or the inescapable prospect of refutation. For it is true that what it is 
impious to say, is also impious to think, but what is right to say, is also holy to 
think; or rather, to think reverent thoughts is justifying, but to proclaim them is 
saving, according to the divine Apostle [Rom. 10.10]. 

"Since we, however, advocate a union not of hypostases but of natures, how 
can you infer something we do not concede, as if we conceded it? What freedom 
of speech you have, saying that confusion and the absence of confusion lead to 
the same final product! For if, according to them, the absence of confusion still 
makes two natures one, and confusion manages to do the same thing, let them 
explain what the difference is between confusion and the unconfused. 'They are 
doing something similar to Nestoriuss persons and ‘hypostases’: they suppose 
them to be divided, and then claim they are not dividing them. For what else 
would one do who divides in actuality? If the [two] hypostases do not introduce 
division, according to the Nestorians, nor the one nature confusion, according to 
our friends here, then let someone explain what the difference is between the 
product of division or confusion, and what the person who joins without 
confusing and preserves the identity of each side without dividing would 
reverently conclude. How can they reject the two natures—since any duality, in 
their eyes, brings in division—and yet not refuse to speak of two peculiarities 
(idiotétas)? And why do they propose Ше опе nature made flesh formula against 
those who speak of two natures, as if they were saying something different, even 
opposite—since, according to logical necessity, both sides of a contradiction can 
never be true at the same time? Either this means the same as ‘two [natures]; and 
your whole campaign against this language is a waste of time, 
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or else it is not the same, but you understand 'one here as contradicting 'two — 
and then the term ‘made flesh’ is added without meaning. Or if this means it is 
neither one simply nor two united, yet there is nothing midway between one 
and two, then consider what is left: surely two-thirds, or a half, or a third, or 
whatever other fractional number between one and two is supposed, is for you 
what the additional word ‘made flesh’ means; and surely division will follow, if 
in addition to the one [nature] you suppose something else along with it. 


*But enough of this. How and by what means the Fathers understood 
that the Word of God and his humanity remained perfect and undiminished, 
their essences but not their hypostases converged in unity, though neither 
was non-hypostatic, has already been demonstrated fully, with God's help, in 
the first chapter of our above discussion and in what follows it, and also in 
the first section of our former work Against the Opposed Docetists [= CNE]. 
We refuse to argue through this again, and to roll out the same points over 
and over? 

8. A: "Since the composition of all beings, even of ourselves, consists of the 
common and the particular, as is obvious to everyone—for we all share in the 
common element of essence, and by the particular note of the hypostasis we are 
what we are said to be—what is missing from the common or particular 
elements in each nature which are understood to be united in Christ? If nothing 
is lacking, it is no more true to speak of a union of natures than of a union of 
hypostases. What follows from this? We must either speak of two natures and 
two hypostases after the union, or else, rejecting the number of hypostases, we 
must, by the equality of a fair exchange, also yield to those who say that one 
nature has come from the natures because of the union. And if those who say 
this are accused of confusing [the natures], why shouldn't those who speak of 
one hypostasis from the [two] hypostases also be justly accused of confusing 
the hypostases?" 

O: "You fail to realize, my wise friends, that the definition of nature is one 
thing, and the structure of the Incarnation another. Therefore you make 
speeches, on the one side, about things that are completely divisible, separating 
natures with hypostases, and on the other side you teach that one nature of flesh 
and divinity has grown out of [two] confused wholes. Now if there was а time 
when these were по? united, one might regard them in this way 
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as wholly separate; but if we know that the unity with God the Word is 
simultaneous with the very existence of his humanity, how can what never have 
been separated from each other receive the label of ‘wholly separable’? One 
might divide them conceptually and verbally, but not empirically or in actuality, 
and [one could do] this after the union, not before they were joined. For in 
general it is illegitimate to understand division before union, indeed before 
the existence of either element it is impossible, since one cannot speak of 
deprivation before possession, or—even less—of possession before [the 
existence of] the objects in which it is encountered. For these things are not 
asserted simply, but in relationships and with a temporal and circumstantial 
context: first [one recognizes] that something exists which can admit of 
deprivation, then [one sees] whether it has experienced the deprivation at a 
time when it could have had [the thing], then whether [it has experienced this] 
in the place and in the way in which it would normally have had it; for one has 
not suffered deprivation simply through not having something, but only if one, 
let us say, is naturally suited to fly, at this particular time (for one cannot fly 
before one is fitted out with wings) and in the normal way (for one cannot do it 
without the necessary requirements) and in this particular place (for one 
normally flies in the air, not in water). It is the same, then, with division. It is not 
conceived prior to the objects in which it is observed, nor prior to union itself, 
but when the objects [exist] and after their union and in the proper way—that 
is, conceptually, not actually; for the humanity [of Christ] is not divided in 
actuality from the divinity to which it has been joined. And division on the 
conceptual level, which is not prior to the objects or to their union but is 
observed in them because something remains unchanged, never has the same 
consequences as division on the actual level (since in that case the conceptually 
divisible would be the same as the actually divisible, which is nonsense). But 
conceptual division would not be possible at all, if the objects being conceived 
did not exist in actuality, albeit together and in the same subject. 

“Tf, then, one looks at the objects united in the category of union, one will see 
that the complete elements which are assumed for the constitution of a thing 
remain complete, and become the parts of the whole which these parts produce, 
so that first one conceives of the things, then of their conjunction, and then of 
their conceptual distinction. For since the mind cannot perceive all three 
together, it apprehends as parts 
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what exists as one. Therefore we consider our argument to hold true in the 
manner of union, but not in the structure of nature: not because these two— 
pamely, nature and union—are opposites, but because they are different yet 
concerned with the same individual and belonging to the same individual, 

et not identical, nor having a common significance. They [i.e., the opponents 
of two-nature language] agree about this themselves: for their опе nature from 
two’ is said to be one because of union, even if they do not understand the 
confusion that follows on it. 

“They themselves admit that there is something incommunicable in the 
union, which lies in the structure of the greatness of the divine nature, since 
[otherwise] there would be no condescension of divine love for man, but the 
joining of the highest being with what is lowly would simply be natural. And 
who is so imperceptive of the divine majesty, or so unaware of human lowliness, 
as to think that these things, by a natural attraction for each other, admit of a 
mutual sharing and union when in their reality they are unmixed? I am so far 
from saying that God the Word is united to our [manhood] by the law of nature, 
that I am not even prepared to say that the union of the human soul with its 
own body is experienced naturally, apart from the divine power. And why do I 
speak of the soul of man? Since I would not say that even the mixing and 
blending of the elements happens simply this way, purely by nature, but these 
things are brought to order and harmony by the divine Word, which is stronger 
than nature. Since, then, the mode of union rather than the structure of nature 
contains the great mystery of religion, we are free from having to investigate the 
nature of what is united and what is fully realized in them—for that is not part 
of the present question: the former belongs to our understanding of God, the 
latter to the contemplation of nature; the former is more properly investigated 
in controversy with the Arians, the latter against those who completely deny 
that he assumed our nature; the former explains how he is related to the Father, 
the latter how what is ours in him is related to us; but neither explains how 
his parts are related to him. So let us investigate the mode of union and the 
product of it. 












10 


15 






302 ЕПІЛҮХЕІХ ТОМ УПО ZEYHPOY ITPOBEBAHMENQN 


Epilyseis 303 





“< ^ , € 5 / / » N ^ ЕЖ ^ 2 рч 
Трє тойлл ai дуотато 8б$ол” пер! тв éevóoeos тду èv Хротф 
ptoewv катев даа: дидретикт, ovyyvruc), Kal ý kupis уштик) 
Aeyouévn. “Ai uév оду Óúo толой” alperuc@v “eralyOnoav—Kat 
marlécwoar!” [0]Ка\®ѕ yap тро\аВоу адтодѕ ó дегос Гртубриос 
€ornAirevoev. "H тє yàp двалретек!), охетик? is одса Kal итде тт дрхтъ 
Tas pices суудптоуса, keywpiouéva ААА катаћєітє: тд. прбуџота, 
> У ` 3 Y 19 £ ^ ` > Š ^ е 2 ^ 
und дса коша, итд беа, ra тото д:додсо 7 бут:д:добоа, ds ёутєйбєъ 
СА x # ` A + £ > ;£f \ “ > А ` , 
био «17 тарт kai хоргота ААА Асо бр{єсбол,тАлу дсот día Kal yvóum 
ка! толтоВоъАф Tov тфу púoewv xopupóv émukiátovoa, феиак! ен Tods 
4 ` 
agpovas. ‘H де катӣ óiáuuerpov табттс ка! ovyxvruc), Távra apavilouca 
^ 4 
ка! суухеоиса, év Ti прбуџа vobov ёуолтАйттє те kal фоут4 ста, [1941 
эс е ГА ~ € ГА ^ AY 5 , 5 \ ^ 
A]ov0' бтотёрср Trav ђуошёроу кадардв тд (Gov фтоафоуса, ОЛАФ. тодто 
ёкєіуо кдкеГротобто ка! дийтобто ойдетобто 009 éxetvo ela. стухсоробаа: 
vólov yap бта» тд ёк тв суухбаесов дуафро(уетол, obdev Zyov кадарду 
э 5 ^ £ € a 5 / 
ойде ёу TH povium (брушетоу éavtod ідібттті. H 8 тойтат péon, ў 
€ 5 > ^ 
doúyxurós те kai ddiaiperos Evwors, ofdev еи rà évwbévra àveMevrás 
^ ` A ^ 
€xovra kara THY éavráv :д.бтпто, 8:0 тд QrpemTouv: Kowa дё тадто, Kal évóg 
^ ` 
elvar тов bu’ айтти ye тту одоод) Evworr- ds evar тд. ши kvpas а. 
^ ^ \ , \ 
дотерои код, тод бЛои, та де той óÀou коша. Oaré pov, Sid 


Scholion ad 2 Ё ил} торадраиув тд хрўсциоу V (2!) 
1-4 (rpets ... толбёсдссау): Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 29.2 (SC 250.178) 


VOT 1 тойруу: Tovyapoóv T — évom.V ante qócecov add. 8óo T 3 Aeyouévg 
om. T ante ai add. АХ T 4 ralécbwoarv: пефейодал Т 4-5 kañðs ... 
éornAirevoev: тард. uépos «ду» ein (?) yàp ка! èv +oúrots той peydAou Гртуоріоо кал 
ÜcoAóyov xpjoacba: T 5 те yap Ówuperuc om. О kalom. Т — GÀXvjAcov: прдв 
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«Тее overarching ways have been established of looking at the unity of 
natures in Christ: the way of division, the way of confusion, and the way 
properly called unitive. “The [first] two have been the games of heretics—let 
them play with them!’ So St Gregory before us (Or. 29.2) showed them up well 
for what they are. For the way of division is a theory of unity by relation, which 
does not join the natures together from the start but leaves the [two] realities 
separate from each other, nor does it ascribe to them, or allow them to exchange, 
any common or particular qualities; in consequence, it defines [here] two 
species completely separate from each other, except insofar as it tries to cover 
up the separateness of the natures with [talk of] honor and intention and 
sameness of will, and so dupes the ignorant. The diametric opposite to this, the 
way of confusion, obliterates and confuses everything, and makes in its 
imagination a single, bastard thing, not preserving purely in either of the united 
elements what is proper to it, but allowing this to become that and that this, so 
that it is neither this nor that. For anything which comes from confusion is 
obviously a bastard, having no element that remains pure and established in its 
own stable peculiarity. The middle way between these, unconfused and 
inseparable union, recognizes that the things united remain undiminished in 
their own individual characters, because they are unchangeable; but it holds 
them to be common, and to belong to one subject, because of that same union 
of essences. So that what is properly characteristic of each is common to the 
whole, and what belongs to the whole is common to each, 
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9 (cumadw ... є): Gregorius Nazianzenus, Ep. 101 (Ad Cledonium 1).4 (SC 208.44) 


VOT usque ad 1.3; deinde VO 1 тоб тайтой: ифре T 00: 0066 T ду om. T 
2 éyéveroT ev катера: катероифреа Т ка! оп.Т jom.T 4 maven: пУ“ 


6 изде V 7 0:06 V 9 ofdev, тд де: of 2 rò V 21 тв дтрециос: тоб 
дтрептои О 21-2 тод асоуҳдтоо: om. roô O 23 ка! ёё dreAdy iter, V^ ёк 
от. О 24 той: то VO 27 ф: де O 33-4 «!...б(дотал оп. O 





Epilyseis 305 


because of the unconfused peculiarity of the same whole in each. For there 
would not be an exchange of characteristics, if the peculiar character of each 
did not remain undisturbed, even in union. 

“This, then, is the kind of union [we are speaking of]: more unitive than Ше 
kind that completely divides, but richer than the kind that completely confuses, 
so that it neither makes the eleménts that are united completely the same as 
each other, nor wholly other. If, then, union of this kind shows its product to be 
neither wholly the same nor wholly different, we must investigate how it is the 
same, and how different. The word of truth acknowledges the sameness [to be] 
in the hypostasis, the difference in the nature; for ‘it is the opposite of [the way 
it is] in the Trinity, according to St Gregory. If our opponents cannot accept 
this, let them draw the logical conclusions themselves. For surely they will agree 
that if [two united elements] are not one in hypostasis, they must be one in 
nature. If this is so, the concepts of divinity and humanity will be one and the 
same because of the union; and if that is so, [the state of] union and [that of] 
nature will be the same, for the predicate applied to both is common. For as 
objects which share one nature also come under one concept, so necessarily 
objects joined by union at one time and in one subject will have, according to 
them, a common nature. And the opposite will also be true, surely: if the natures 
of two elements are one, their hypostases will be different, since no one person 
(prosópon) circumscribes a nature. What follows from this? There is one nature 
of flesh and divinity, and two hypostases. Or if what has come together has its 
unity neither in nature nor in hypostasis and number, where is the sameness of 
what is made one by union? But if they are one with each other in both nature 
and hypostasis, how is the structure of unchangeableness, and of the unmixed, 
preserved in the union? 

“The dead bodies of Christ and of the saints witness to the possibility that the 
same product can come into being both from incomplete and from fully formed 
elements; for the union which occurred through the resurrection made them 
just as nature had originally woven them together in their mothers’ wombs, 
even though they were already complete in their parts. And we believe that the 
same thing will happen in the common resurrection which we look forward to; 
for we believe that bodies will be formed by resurrection in the same way, 
whether they were previously decomposed and corrupted, or ones that were 
living right at that time and transformed, or had recently departed this life— 
whether they are incomplete or complete. This demonstrates that it is possible 
for a hypostasis to come into being even from pre-existent things, without their 
changing, even if this is not the case at all for Christ, because he was not created 
in advance. However, we realize 
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that one nature does not come into being, unconfused from two, simply through 
the fact of their not being created in advance—neither in the case of any other 
nature you may think of, nor in that of Christ, for whom it is unthinkable to 
religious people even to think such a thing. For if we speak of a ‘nature’ in 
correspondence to the way a thing comes to be, and no nature comes to be in a 
way that opposes and contradicts itself, but what they call the one nature of 
Christ does behave in this way, then it is not one nature. For if it should fall to 
such and such a nature, let us say, to be visible, it does not fall to the same nature 
also to be invisible; and if it falls to it to be mortal and corruptible, it does not 
fall to it to be incorruptible and immortal, since then the same concept would 
beapplied to opposites—but this is impossible. For even if it admits of opposites 
in turn, but only possesses one of them in actuality, it would not yet possess the 
opposite also in actuality. Let them tell us, then, if what they call the one nature 
of Christ is not, even by their own confession, both visible and invisible, mortal 
and immortal, circumscribed and undefined, and, in sum, begotten and 
unbegotten, together and in the same subject. For the one hypostasis and one 
persona can receive opposite and contradictory predicates together and in the 
same subject; but the one nature, as we have said, which can produce contraries, 
cannot at one time come to be contradictory to itself; for if would completely 
cease from being itself before this could happen” 


So much for them. As for the fact that some say: because the Lord's humanity 
was not formed or did not exist beforehand, and because it was not assumed 
already complete, but had its subsistence in the Logos, therefore we can make 
one hypostasis of both [natures]—part of this is true and part is not. We too 
grant that [his humanity] did not pre-exist, was not formed first; but we do not 
at all grant that this therefore makes one hypostasis of both, as if it were not 
permitted for things to be otherwise, or as if it were impossible for God to be 
united even with a fully formed man in this way. For what difference will it make 
to God, with regard to union, to be related to someone existing one way or the 
other? For neither the time nor the place of union, nor the incompleteness of his 
body, makes the one Christ, but the manner of union itself. We reject the prior 
formation [of Jesus the man], then, not because it was impossible, but because it 
was not fitting that the humanity of the Lord should once have been alone and 
without his divinity. As for those who say: "From [a multiplicity of] hypostases 
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there follows prior formation, and [Jesuss] having once existed as a mere man, 
and understanding Christ and the Logos to be two separate individuals; but if 
he was not formed beforehand, he is not from hypostases, and if he is not from 
hypostases, heis not more than one hypostasis.” Whatis this? If these conclusions 
do not follow from these premises (since not even if we concede “from these 
and “from hypostases” must we speak of [multiple] hypostases in the case of the 
risen dead, as we have shown), but if they still say "from hypostases,’ then why 
not rather say also "from personas"? And if this is acceptable, why do they not 
also have the courage to say "from sons"—one existing as the Son of God, the 
other born as son of the Virgin? But nothing would be more divisive than to 
think or to say this, nothing nearer to Nestorian irreverence, even if they think 
they stand diametrically opposed to him. This is the way cowardice fights with 
rashness: for they share the same kinds of evil, even if they struggle against each 
other, and against virtue, by excess and deficiency. 

And we must point this out, too: that the hypostasis does not simply or even 
primarily signify that which is complete, but that which exists for itself, and 
secondly that which is complete; while the nature signifies what never exists for 
itself, but most properly that which is [formally] complete. For the characteristics 
which are admitted into the concept of the hypostasis mark off each individual 
from one another; but those admitted into the concept of the nature do not 
mark off the individual, but tell one kind of individual from another. The 
characteristics of the single individual, then, make it single: those which exist 
commonly are not predicated more properly of a general class, in any sense, 
than they are of the things of which they are generally said, even if they include 
all the individuals referred to under the same species. 

And let us not forget this: the features which characterize the nature are 
constituent parts of its essence, while those which characterize a hypostasis 
belong, in a way, to the category of accidents, whether they are separable or 
inseparable. And in simple beings, the characteristics of both [nature and 
hypostasis] are simple, while in conjoined and compound beings they are 
compound. This is how it is with the human person, and with the definition of 
him: animal, rational, mortal, capable of opposites by turns (for this is the surest 
definition of his essence). All characterize his essence, while shape, color, size, 
time, place, parents, upbringing, way of life, and all that goes with them, 
characterize his hypostasis. The sum of them, they say, cannot hold true for 
anyone else, and nevertheless they belong to one man—namely, this one. And 
those marks properly belong to the characteristics of nature which exist in the 
same essence, while the characteristics of the hypostasis also include those 
which belong to different categories, when they are combined 
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in the natural unity of an individual. So itis, then, also in the case of Emmanuel: 
there is one hypostasis of divinity and humanity, and therefore the things which 
ought to be predicated of the hypostasis are common to both; but there is not 
one nature, and therefore the characteristics of nature are also not [common to 
both]. For even if all his characteristics are said to belong to the same one 
person, they do not [belong] in the same respect, nor in the manner of one 
nature. So, for example, the same individual is visible and invisible, mortal and 
immortal, palpable and untouchable, but not in the same respect nor in virtue 
of the same structural principle. Since he is one and the same, all these things 
are predicated as of one individual, and therefore of one hypostasis and persona; 
but since not all are predicated in the same respect, but with regard to different 
realities, therefore they are not predicated as of one simple nature, but of 
different natures which are associated with each other and preserve in union 
their own natural properties. 
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1-21: Euthymius Zigabenus, Panoplia Dogmatica XVI (PG 130, 1068 B7-D13) 
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19018 1. If things which аге completely Һе same belong to опе nature, апа they аге 


themselves called one nature, how can what is not completely the same belong 
to one nature or be called one nature? But even they agree that the divinity of 
Christ is never completely the same as his humanity; they could never belong 
to one nature, then, and therefore they will not be called one nature after the 
union. 


2. Objects that have one nature share a common name; objects that share a 
common name exist in one substance. Now even according to them, the divinity 
of Christ is never of one substance with his humanity; therefore they never 
share a common name. And if objects never have one common name, their 
natures surely will always be different. 


3. If when they say he is “from” divinity and humanity, they also say Christ is 
“from” two natures, and both expressions seem to them to mean the same, how 
is it that they can say he is "in" divinity and humanity after the union, and are 
not required to say, from what they have conceded, that he is “in” two natures 
after the union? For there, too, what is expressed by both phrases is the same. 


4, If when they say Christ is “from” two natures, they say he is “from” divinity 
and humanity, and when they say he is from divinity and humanity, they say he 
is from two natures; and if they speak of divinity and humanity even after the 
union, then surely they themselves are speaking of two natures of Christ after 
the union. But if they refuse to speak of two natures in Christ after the union, 
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7-8 Basilius, Ер. 214, ad Terentium Comitem, 4 (ed. Y. Courtonne П, 205,11. 17-18; PG 32, 789 
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54 12-13 (ei yap ... дудоубт:): cp. Joannes Damascenus, Contra Jacobitas 61 (ed. Kotter 
4,131) 24-р. 318, 1. 1 (e ... д7Лоубти): cp. ibid. 63 (ed. Kotter, ibid.) 
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then surely they are refusing to speak of Christ's divinity and humanity after the 
union. 


5. If they recognize that what has come together in the union is not confused, 
and there are, even according to them, two things which have come together, 
how can they not recognize the two unconfused elements in the union as two, 
even after the union? But if they recognize two, why do they not acknowledge 
them? And if they acknowledge them, why do they refuse to number them, 
whose particular natures they realize are unconfused, even after the union? 
“For what they confess,’ writes St Basil, “let them also enumerate!” (Ep. 214,4). 


6. If they say that Christ is from two natures, but do not say Christ is two 
natures, they are saying Christ is from these things but is not they. Let them tell 
us, then, whether they do not think they should recognize Christ to be in those 
elements from which they combine him. If those things from which he consists 
are not in him, they are obviously either nowhere or in some other individual. 
Whom, then, besides him? Let them instruct us clearly on who this is! 


7. If in things of one essence, the “one nature" referred to does not mean, 
principally, that the subjects are identical, why do the “two natures" [referred to] 
in things of different essences not signify a difference but necessarily separation? 


8. If everywhere and in every way, number introduces division, then surely 
number will be the cause of division, not division the cause of number; and one 
of two conclusions follows: either not to count anything which is united, or not 
to unite anything which is counted. And why is it not ridiculous to ascribe this 
kind of power to number, when every number naturally reveals the quantity of 
things, not their nature or any kind of relationship among them? 


9. If union and what is united belong to the category of relation, and objects 
are in relation simultaneously and continually, then surely union and what is 
united are simultaneous and continual. If, then, what is united 
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ceases to be, surely union ceases along with them. 


10. If number wholly separates what is numbered, not only the number of 
natures separates the natures, but the number of characteristics will also 
separate them completely;how,then,are those who speak of two characteristics 
not themselves also open to the charge of division? 


11. If, as St Gregory says, the Incarnation of the Savior is “Ше opposite of how 
it is in the Trinity and if we always confess three hypostases and one nature in 
speaking of God, why do we not grant two natures and one hypostasis in the 
Incarnation of the Savior—since “opposite” means the complete reversal of 


everything? 


12. If the distinction of “one person and another" refers to hypostases, accord- 
ing to the same theologian, and the distinction of “one thing and another" refers 
to natures, and the first expression is always used in speaking of God, then the 
second is always used in speaking of the Incarnation; and if the second is always 
used in speaking of the Incarnation, then the natures remain always, since the 
opposed formulas that refer to them always remain. 


13. If it is the same to say “other in nature” and to say “another nature,’ and the 
former is always true of the divinity and humanity of the Savior, then necessarily 
the second is also always true of the same elements. 


14. If the simple nature is not the same as the composite nature, and if the 
simple nature of the Word signifies only one nature, then what they call 
the composite nature of Christ will not signify one nature. But if the simple 
and the composite signifies one nature, according to them, let them explain the 
difference between the composite nature of Christ they speak of and the simple 
nature of the Word. 


15. Some nouns and verbs have a plural form but a singular meaning, like 
“Thebes” and “barracks;” some, on the contrary, 
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have a singular form but a plural meaning, like “chorus” and “army” and “city” 
Let them say, then, how they mean their expression “one composite nature.” If it 
is the same as what the Fathers speak of as the “twofold” and "double" nature, 
there is no room for the term “one” to be applied to the composite nature, since 
it cannot be applied to the twofold nature; furthermore, their quarrel with the 
expression "two natures" is vain, for they, too, have taken a word with singular 
meaning in a plural sense. But if they think the meaning is singular, just as it has 
a singular verbal form, then the same thing is signified, in their eyes, by a 
“simple” and a^composite" nature, and the word “composite” is superfluous; Юг 
the same idea is given to them by the [concept of the] simple and the composite 
nature. And if neither of these explanations is true, then they are fabricating a 
bastardized and confused “single nature from two natures,’ such as is recognized 
in the nature of mules and the like, and like the tales of hybrid and self- 
contradictory beasts spun out by the Greeks. 


16. If speaking about “one nature of God the Word, made flesh,’ is the opposite 
of speaking about two [natures] united, then one of two conclusions is 
necessary: either that the flesh is not this by nature, and does not have the 
nature of flesh, or that it is [flesh by nature] but is not called what it is. Let the 
sages choose, then, which kind of impiety they prefer: either that this nature is 
not flesh, or that the flesh is not called a nature. 


17. The “one nature of the Word, made flesh,” has three [possible] meanings: 
either it is said by way of paradox, meaning that even though it is “made flesh" 
it is still only the one reality—in other words still without a body—just as a 
bronze statue has one nature of bronze, made into a shape; or [it is meant] asa 
change of essence, equivalent to “one nature of the Word turned into flesh,” as 
one might speak of one nature of water turned to stone; or [it is meant to say] 
that the nature of the Word, being one, is not considered alone, by itself, but 
along with flesh. Now if 
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they use this phrase according to the first [two] senses, the refutation of their 
impiety comes from their own words; for along with Apollinarius and Eutyches, 
they have done away with the Incarnation. But if they [use it] according to the 
last sense, why is the nature of the Word, which is associated with flesh, one in 
nature with the nature of the flesh which is associated with the Word, and why 
are they called one nature when they are not one in nature? 


18. Things which are properly contradictory oppose a complete negation to a 
complete affirmation, as when the negative sentence, “Paul is not an apostle,” 
denies the affirmative sentence, “Paul is an apostle.’ So also the “one nature” is 
opposed to the “two natures;” for if Christ is one nature, he is not two, and if 
two, he is not one. But if they say “one, and then add something else, they are no 
longer speaking by way of contradiction but by way of variation and circumlo- 
cution, and from the noun and the definition [they are using] there proceeds a 
confession of the two natures—from the noun, “nature of the Word,’ and from 
the definition of “flesh animated by a rational, intelligent soul” (for this is the 
definition of human nature). Why, then, do they assert the definition of nature 
but refuse the name of it? Or why do they offer the name of each nature but 
refuse the number? Let them tell us, though they are unable to perceive what 
helps their case and what opposes it! 


19. The simple nature is not of one essence with the composite nature. If the 
nature of the Father is simple, and the nature of Christ is composite, then the 
nature of Christ will not be of one essence with the nature of the Father. But 
they themselves pretend to hold that Christ is of one essence with the Father, 
and that the same Christ is also of one essence with us. Let them tell us, then, if 
it is possible for what they call the one, composite nature of Christ to be 
completely of one substance with the Father and completely so also with us, 
and if this does not lift us up to being of one substance with the Father. If they 
should say that the one nature of Christ is not in its entirety of one substance 
with the Father and with us, it remains for half of the one nature to be of one 
substance with the Father and half to be of one substance with us; and what else 
is this but to divide 
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what they call the one nature of Christ into a similar substance and a different 
substance, and into fractions of the elements that help each other fill up the one 
composite nature? It belongs to the blasphemy of Apollinarius and the madness 
of Arius to deny the perfection of Christ's divinity and of his humanity. 


20. If even they say that the one Christ is God and man, also after the union, 
and is both by nature, why is not the one Christ two natures also after the union, 
since God and man are never the same in nature, nor is he ever God by the same 
nature by which he is man? 


21. If in saying Christ is doubly consubstantial, even after the union, they say 
he is consubstantial with two different beings—namely, with the Father and 
with us, and if the Father and we are never consubstantial, then neither will that 
which is consubstantial with us ever be consubstantial with what is con- 
substantial with the Father. But if consubstantial things are and are said to be of 
one nature, yet Christ’s divinity, even in their view, is not consubstantial with his 
humanity; and things of a different substance belong to another, different 
nature; then things which differ in nature are clearly also two natures. 


22. Properties are not properties of themselves, but of things; and if even they 
agree that there are two [sets of] properties after the union, then the things of 
which these are properties will be two, even after the union. But when they 
speak of two [sets of] properties, they say they are “natural” Let them explain, 
then, whether the two [sets of] natural properties are the properties of two 
natures; and if they confess two [sets of] natural properties even after the union, 
then there remain two natures, since the natural properties of them remain 
twofold. 


23. Surely a difference isa difference between things that differ. And constitutive 
differences distinguish between things that differ in essence. Let them tell us, 
then, if when they speak of the difference 
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6-7 тай тт... бот: cf. Basilius, Ep. 236, ad Amphilochium, 6 (ed. Y. Courtonne III, 53, ll. 1-2; 
PG 32, 884 А8-9). 


6-16: Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (PG 130, 1072 C6-D5) 
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between godhead and manhood, they mean a natural difference between them, 
even after the union; and if they mean a natural difference, surely they mean a 
difference of natures. And if they mean that, then even they mean two different 
patures after the union, since two natures with a natural difference surely ате 
two natures. 


24. If, according to true reasoning and the holy Fathers, essence has the same 
difference from hypostasis that the common has from the proper, then the one 
nature of the Word will not be called one nature along with the flesh, but along 
with the Father; for he shares with him unity and sameness of nature. But if he 
is and is called one nature with the Father, it is obvious that he will never be 
called one nature with the flesh; and if the Word is not called one nature with 
the flesh, it is obvious that the flesh will never be called one nature with him. 
And if neither the Word is called one nature with the flesh, nor the flesh with 
the Word, and there is no middle term between one and two, it is clear that the 
denial of the one nature [of both] brings in, as its consequence, the confession 
of the two natures. 


25. If the hypostasis of the Logos defines his proper distinction from the Father, 
and if by this property which distinguishes him from the Father, which is 
the hypostasis, he is another individual than the Father, but is not distin- 
guished from the flesh by this same property, how will the Word be a different 
individual from the flesh, or be distinguished from it as hypostasis? But if he is 
not distinguished from the flesh by this property, clearly it is by another: by the 
property of nature, which joins him to the Father but distinguishes him from 
the flesh. From this it is clear how we speak of two natures in Christ, but one 
hypostasis; for by the distinguishing characteristic which divides him from the 
Father, he is joined to the flesh, just as by the natural property which joins him 
to the Father he experiences difference from the flesh; and as he is one nature 
with the Father 
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12-13 Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Scholia 1 (ed. P. Pusey 498, ll. 5-7; PG 75, 1369 A3-5), 21 cf. Cyr. 
Alex., Frag. in Ep. ad Hebraeos, supra p. 69, Test. 78; Ep. 41, ad Acacium Scythopolitanum (ACO 
I, 1, 4. 48, L 23; PG 77, 220 C9-10) 20-5: cf. Cyrillus Alexandrinas, In Ep. ad Hebraeos Frag. (vide 
CNE, Flor. 78; p. 254 supra). 


4-28: Euth. Zig., Pan. XVI (PG 130, 1072 D6-1073 B12) 
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because of the sameness of nature, so he is not one nature with the flesh, because 
of its natural and unchanging character, even in union with the Word. 


26. If all beings of the same essence are joined together by the category of 
nature, and therefore are called “one nature,’ but beings of different essences 
tend to be joined by union, not by nature, but union and nature are not the 
same, then surely the product of both is not the same. And if what nature joins 
is called “one nature,’ what is joined by union will be said to be one in hypostasis, 
but not in nature or in essence. 


27. Everyone generally agrees that the word “man” signifies the nature, and the 
words “Paul” or “Peter” the hypostasis: according to the blessed Cyril, “the name 
‘Christ’ does not carry the force of a definition or signify the essence of an 
individual,” as [would the name] of “man” or “horse” or “ox” or everything else 
that comes under the same class. Therefore it is not the same thing simply to say 
“man” and to say “Christ” Why, then, do you transfer the analogy of a man, 
which expresses the nature, to the person of Christ, when the name of Christ, 
according to the master, does not express a nature but a hypostasis? And if you 
say that he and the other Fathers used the analogy of a man to express union, 
[note that] they do not use simply [the image of] man, but a particular man— 
and that is a hypostasis. And you should know that [Cyril] also describes Christ 
by the image of two goats: just as there the analogy refers not to the hypostases 
of the goats, but it makes reference to the difference between the living animal 
and the sacrificed one, so also here the image is not meant by them [i.e., the 
Fathers] to suggest the denial of natures, but the union of person or of the 
individual man. And it is possible to prove from many examples taken from 
their writings that for the same Fathers, even the individual man is—and is said 
to be—from two natures and even is two natures, because he is soul and body. 
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28. To say Christ is"from two natures" suggests either that he is "from" them as 
his origins or that he is "from" these united parts. Now if he is from them as 
from his origins, his origins will be from hypostases and not from natures, since 
his origins are, for his divinity, the Father, and for his humanity, his mother; 
coming from these as his causes, it is clear that he is not the same as they are, for 
he is neither Father nor mother. But if he is, as it were, "from" parts, why are not 
the parts in the whole? Or why is the whole not in the parts? For if neither the 
whole is in the parts nor the parts in the whole, it remains, as we have already 
said, that either they are nowhere and nothing at all, or that the divinity and 
humanity of Christ are [to be] recognized in someone outside of Christ, 
and that Christ is [to be] recognized in other things and not in his own divinity 
and humanity; and this denies the existence not only of his humanity, but of 
the very divinity of the Word. 


29. The quantity of things does not only consist in definite numbers, like two 
or three or four and so on, but also in undefined expressions of measurement, 
like “many” and “few” and “more” and "fewer" and whatever resembles them; 
and in expressions of comparison, like “more; “less; “the same amount as 
something; and in so-called demonstrative terms, like “this” “that” "these; 

“another? different;” and in expressions of order, like “before this,’ and “after 
that? and “from the start,” and “afterwards;” and probably in other ways, too. If, 
then, they consider all indicative expressions to divide the things being 
indicated, the refutation of their absurdity is already at hand; for they themselves 
speak of indefinite natures and properties as numerically distinct, as “this and 
that? “one and another? different from each other, greater and less, equal and 
related, before this and after that, original and later. And if they suggest that not 
all turns of phrase, but only definite number, and especially the number two 
divides, their argument is absurd. For let them explain why on earth, of the 
many turns of phrase which express the quantity of subjects, only the number 


two introduces the dreadful suspicion 
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they have of division, when the truth is something different? For the number 
two expresses the idea of two things together, counted but not divided, by the 
unitive force of this number, as distinct from saying “опе and another”—those 
words suggest what is broken into its elements and considered part by part. 


30. If every composite expresses a singular meaning, and excludes number 
from the objects compounded, then one of two things is necessary: either our 
body and the whole man are not compounded, or number cannot be predicated, 
in their opinion, either of the body or of the whole man. Let them explain, then, 
if such scriptural passages as these do not suggest number in composites: "He 
put members, each one of them, in the body,’ and "There are many members 
but one body,’ and “They counted all my bones,” and “They dug my hands and 
my feet; and “All his entrails poured out? But in considering both parts together, 
the Apostle numbers them as three, body and soul and spirit, and according to 
the Savior's parable, “three measures of meal were leavened;” and “Praise God 
in your body and in your spirit, which belong to God,’ and again, concerning 
the same parts, [we read] “These are opposed to each other.’ Let them tell us, 
then, if words like “these” and “they” and “which are opposed to each other" are 
not forms of number; and let them tell us who those “two” on the bed and at the 
mill are, of which “one will be taken and one left,’ and if the Savior does not 
think of man as two parts, body and soul, of which those who plot against us 
can kill one, but the other is above plotting, and both can perish in Gehenna, if 
they are judged worthy of it. And if we say that the continuous nature of time is 
rather united, but that it was then divided by the Lord into a composite of 
twelve hours, or again, according to what he said, that the whole 
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тд» vouov "év тадталѕ rais диайи ёутоАай$” кєкрєибсбол, тў els деду ка) 
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Jaw hangs together “in these two commandments,’ those of love for God and 
ones neighbor, perhaps the Lord himself, along with us, will not be able to 
escape the charge of division, for dividing the day into twelve hours and the 
whole law into two general commandments. In general, it is possible for one 
who reads the Scripture and the Fathers industriously to find a varied and 
manifold use of number, for simple things and compound, united and distinct, 
existent and purely conceptual, even reaching as far as the completely non- 
existent. And let us not forget that they try to deceive the simple [into thinking] 
that there is some difference between saying “two” and “both” and “each” and 
“either” and “in both” and “through both;” but all of these expressions, and those 
like them, mean the same as each other, even if they are slightly different, and 
some of them are found in common usage, others among the more highly edu- 
cated, just as many other things which are the same are expressed in many parts 
of speech. The divine Apostle, after all, expresses the different usage of such 
terms for the same things in a variety of ways, when he says: “He who made 
both one” and “that he may form the two in himself? and then “and he will 
reconcile both of them.’ So that it is truer to say that neither in the holy Scripture 
nor indeed in the holy Fathers do these terms bring about a different sense 
through their different significance, but whatever meaning one of them is 
discovered to have, the same is expressed by the different significance of all of 


them. 


Now we give thanks to God for what we have said, and bring to an end here the 
number of our objections; for we are not writing a speech, but we are eager to 
offer material and seeds for discussion to those industrious people who seek a 
fuller investigation, so that our sophistic friends may know [what we think], if 
they are not ready to challenge everything; there are points where they, too, 
deserve to be challenged by us! 
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Е» uév то ёџтрообєу cipnuévois Тити, abv Өєф де páva, rds evordcers 
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[n what we said before—speaking with God's help—we destroyed as far as 
possible the objections and contrary opinions of "what is falsely called 
knowledge; which the "opposite kinds of docetist" use against us (for I shall 
never stop calling them this—it would not be right!) in an attempt to lead the 
simple away from the straight path. Now, beginning again, I shall try to unfold 
the discussion of another subject and problem, and to examine it carefully. And 
may Christ, (who is) God and the Word, and light and life and truth, take the 
lead in our discussion, inspiring in us understanding, so that—with the help of 
grace and wisdom from above—we will be able to understand well what 
contributes to our argument, and to explain it well. 

Now if I thought that the struggle which has now developed between 
opposing groups remained confined to their own numbers and that it were not 
straining to cross over into our party as well, perhaps I would consider the 
struggling and contentiousness of these opponents to be a kind of gain; for if 
they are attacked and defeated by their own kind, it is no concern of ours, except 
in that they are providing us with the mere spectacle of war. We regret only one 
thing in all of this: the loss of those who dared, as the saying goes, "to rebel 
against the house of David,” who neglected harmony with the house of Jeroboam 
and failed to preserve even that, but have been split and divided from one 
another, against one another, so that it should be possible for the wise to “recog- 
nize the tree from its fruit” as our Savior says. The troublesome spirit who is at 
work in them, after all, is shown up most clearly by the many forms of discord 
which arise; hatred and delight in battle are, in a way, the by-products of impi- 
ety. But now, to our misfortune, the ill-will our enemies have towards each other 
has become ours. O ignorance! We have become more wretched than those 
among them who have reached the second degree of vice, for we cannot even 
watch over our household and protect it as well as our enemies can. For even if 
the father of both sides of the schisms 
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паттрто доу čyvw, ка! доб Tov ката THs dAnOeias профот? róAeuoy, 


[C]ijpets бе тђу ёкєйуоәу eriyvwow áyvoías ёрбдіоу пепотриеда, ка} 
yeyóvaj.ev kai тоу Хр ти дстуетотерон. 

. Zevýpov yàp кой ТоиМатой, ту 900 Tis pâs doeBe(as dpydv, прос 
éavroùs дисуеудеутат--дрофтив uev ds прдв Tas oikeias dpyds, 
ёшфрбушоѕ 8é às прдв афту ту дАвеват--ка! тєрї той фдартод ка, 
ардартоо Lvyouaxoóvrow, oí uév rs Хеитрои pepidos, фа Либо 
eimetv, Ths TOV ехдрбу парекердолтот поутр(ав: ü yàp ойк йу rs о®тойўс 
трд тойтои «те и mee, rara. 1 viv mpds тов ойжегоив Óvauéveia 
биодоуйсал Тудукадет. Hvixa де mpos тдс abyas тв QÀm0e(as dvavedery 
Трбатто, THY ёкєіушу avavevow aBÀedías omóÜeaív tives Zoxov тфу 
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knows what must be done, and takes pleasure in open war against the truth, 
still we have ourselves made our recognition of the other side a gateway to 
ignorance, and have become more ignorant than the enemy. 

For Severus and Julian, the two sources of one impious teaching, were 
divided against each other—foolishly, as far as their own principles were 
concerned, but prudently as far as the truth itself is concerned—and quarreled 
over the terms “corruptible” and “incorruptible” The party of Severus, if I may 
speak as a “lover of truth,’ made illicit profit from the wickedness of their 
opponents; for their current malice towards their fellows has forced them to 
confess what no one could have persuaded them to say before. But when they 
began to look up towards the rays of the truth, some of our own party used their 
looking upwards as a pretext for blindness, became adherents of the weaker 
party, and through one expression came to the same position as our enemies: 
through the attractiveness of a name, they threw away—with them—the whole 
mystery of the Incarnation! 

While his party, as I said, were investigating—foolishly, as far as their own 
principles are concerned, prudently, as far as the sources of truth are 
concerned—whether one ought to say the body which our Lord received from 
us and bore for us was corruptible and passible, Severus, however belatedly, 
discovered himself and profited from the war against his own faction, being 
forced to acknowledge and to proclaim the difference and the properties [of 
corruptible and incorruptible]. It would be typical of his brand of wisdom, and 
that of his eager followers, to have spoken of the difference and the properties, 
but not to predicate them of underlying realities; or, while refusing to confess 
two natures, to speak of two properties—corruptible and incorruptible—and 
while he previously attacked the distinction of the two, turning everything 
upside down until all was hopelessly mingled, at least to respect it here. How 
could one fail to wonder at his learning, as he proclaims a sharing [of properties] 
in clarion voice, yet not only fails to preserve that from which it is derived, but 
even is eager to argue against it? For does he not say that the body is passible by 
nature and attribute natural sufferings to it, even after the union? Then let the 
sage explain to us whether natural things do not proceed from a nature, just as 
artificial things proceed from an art! 

We shall store up what we have against him for a longer work, or leave it for 
those who have more leisure than we do. But what would you say about those 
who constantly proclaim all these things in a clear and loud voice, who 
distinguish, in addition, the activity 
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[B] Anv реу саркдѕ, érépav де дєбтттоѕ, табо< те пер! тд сфиа. kai 
dzráDeiav пер! тду Adyov биойоуобитат, е! ка! TH Evie TOY прауишйтеру 
avrimepixwpeiv raras дедокаои kal дутикаттуорегодал датерои, 8:0. тту 
ви датёро тадтод éraAMMrrovoav :д.бтита, тд. де viv апер ёёєтіттдєѕ 
rois ойке(о:в перитептбутст, Kal TQ “афдартф” просдєшёрау; *Qv ойк ода, 
ríkaiAéyew xpecv—Oavuáoc rv стеррбтута, полиса) ту коифбтита, 
évi рушат: ебтрете?, TH Aixvw тв Чоҳ) проскМов: прдв тд mÜavóv ris 
anarns, rapacvpévrov; “O 81) kai érépovs Ла те ка! уйу пепоудбтос 
ywdakopev."Hóv yap tives év тов ёџтросбє тў rv 'Eykparvráv dmáry 
просевеуто, TH koji THs фа? в eis тд той Mávevros [C]Bdpabpov 
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of the flesh from that of the divinity, and who confess suffering in connection 
with the body, impassibility in connection with the Word—even if they concede 
that in the unity of elements these have a reciprocal relationship and are 

redicated of one another in turn, because of the exchange of properties of each 
element within the same subject—and then who now, as if deliberately, attack 
their own party and espouse the term “incorruptible”? I do not know what I 
should say about them—should.1 admire their firmness or commend their 
light-headedness, as they are swept away by one attractive word, in the avid 
suscep-tibility of the soul for plausible deceit? We know that others have 
suffered in the same way, before this as well as now. Formerly, for instance, some 
assented to the deceptions of the Encratites, dragged down by a pretty-sounding 
name into the pit of Manes. Others, soiled by the impurity of the so-called 
“Cathari,;’ were corrupted by nothing else than the charming name of that sect. 
Many, too—recently and long ago—under an uncountable variety of sectarian 
names, have fallen into the pit of Nestorius, because of what is to them the 
impassioned appeal of the [notion that] the Word is impassible. 

To put it briefly, we know that whole troops of souls have been snatched and 
pulled under water as if by some Scylla or opposed Charybdis, because they 
stumbled, in their ignorance, over the lowly sayings and notions of Christ our 
God, which come from his condescension to our way of life. What else has 
maddened the countless tribes of Gentiles, or armed the Jewish squadrons 
against us, but what Paul has called “the foolishness of our message”? And who 
would not be amazed at the learning of these new know-it-alls, if it were 
possible—as they foolishly suggest—that all the celebrated martyrs and all the 
confessors could have received the crown of piety without their trials, simply by 
these two words, if they had ever managed to learn them? But those who 
remained without a share in their great wisdom, went their way as by-products 
of deceit, not as pillars of courage for life! For none, I think, of the bitterest and 
most hostile persecutors of past times, would have exacted any punishment 
from Christians, if in the dock they had agreed that he was only a man who was 
begotten of a Virgin, and crucified and buried and raised. Why would they 
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have harbored ill-feelings at the proclamation that a man had risen? They did 
not take umbrage at any of the others who were reported—whether fictionally 
or truly—to have been brought back to life, many though they were: nor [would 
they] if, according to these representatives of a new wisdom, the very body of 
Christ were impassible and unchangeable and invariable. And it depends on 
this same whim whether they call it, blasphemously, invisible or unpalpable or 
untouchable, without quality or. quantity, or—in sum—bodiless. All of these 
things are included in this wonderful predicate of “incorruptibility.” 

For what absurdity is it that gives Christ some divine names and deprives 
him of others? That removes a good part of the dignity and honor, as they so 
dishonorably conceive it, from his super-essential and supernatural and 
unbodily body? Which of the unbelievers would chide us, if we were to say that 
the Lord’s body was not naturally seen, did not [naturally] take food and drink, 
and sleep, and suffer, and [experience] all the other things in which he was not 
ashamed to undergo human weakness, without sin? For it is obvious, I suppose, 
to everyone that all his many experiences of this kind occurred by the law of the 
miraculous, not by reason of nature! But the great multitude of the Jews would 
not have raged so madly, if some argument had shown them that the body they 
crucified, that accepted suffering and was buried by his friends, was not like us 
in all things, not a truly human nature. For since the holy Scripture is full of 
many revelations of God, one can see that our God's providence for us has 
taken upon itself human shapes and concerns, human activities and language, 
according to what is best for those at whom it is directed; nevertheless, none of 
this ever led them to form human conceptions of God, even if he acted towards 
them in a human way. And their own shameless acts proved to the Jews that the 
Lord is a man who can suffer like all of us, even though his miracles did not 
prove [to them] that he is also God, exalted above all by the sublimity of his 
nature. 

So the impassibility of the only-begotten Word, which the atheists [i.e., the 
Severans] urge against Christ, and the incorruptibility of his flesh, which these 
present sophists urge against our salvation, can themselves be recognized now 
as truly passible, truly corruptible notions; for the former fails to make him 
who is above us to be one of us, and the latter does not allow him who is one of 
us to remain like us until the time of healing demands him back, the reasonable 
and orderly ascent 
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and resurrection of what is ours to what is above us. How, indeed, shall we share 
in the likeness of God, if we do not suffer with him who suffered? And how did 
he suffer, if he did not suffer like us? But he did not suffer like us, if he did not 
remain like us. And he has never been glorified, if he did not take on, in his flesh, 
that which he always has had in the spirit. 

Recently, one of those sages filled with this kind of wisdom told me, in 
conversation, that it was enough for our salvation that the Lord had become 
human. 

+ "What?"I said to him." Would not even his will alone have been enough for 
our salvation?" 

* “Yes; he said. 

4 What, then?” I said. "Surely he did not save [us] by willing alone?” 

* “He did not want to use his authority towards us; he said, "but rather he 
preferred also to use his kindliness and justice. The one fits in with a dictator's 
coercion, the other with a father's care; the one would be a matter of force alone, 
the other of willing condescension; the one would only be his doing, while the 
other involves us as well. From which it follows that God does not simply act by 
willing, but also does those things which would persuade and fill with remorse 
the one being saved." 

+ “Excellent, my friend? I said. "This, it seems to me, is the way God's new 
kind of generosity towards us began, after the many varied ways in which his 
providence towards humanity had showed itself before: it was the only 
remaining remedy to save us. I could not imagine a more effective means of 
converting us to a better life than the Incarnation in the flesh. Here the only 
wise healer of our souls received human sufferings into himself, and so cured in 
himself the sickness of all” 


х “Tt is not allowed, surely? he said, “ог those who think rightly to profess 
anything else than that the wonderful and great mystery of the divine 
Incarnation is completely sufficient for our full salvation.” 

+ “I would not wish, myself, to affirm anything else but that this is so; I said. 
*But I would like very much to understand the manner of his becoming flesh 
more clearly, as far as the busy inquiry of the mind may reveal it^ 

* “Examine it with те, he said, “if you are willing." 

+ Well? I said, “since it was right that God not only will, but do something for 
us, surely it was also necessary that what he should do be such as not to surpass 
the bounds of wisdom.” 
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* *You are right; he said, "since nothing could be more fitting; for to 
accomplish completely what he was eager to do, he needed [to act by] such a 
method, and not this way [= by departing from wisdom].” 

+ "You speak rightly in all of this, my friend” I said. “But this is worth a great 
deal of reflection. For if the Lord had united only flesh to himself, would not 
our salvation have been in danger, in the greatest degree?" 

* "Surely? 

+ "The soul, after all” I said, "in my opinion, is most in need of purification, 
and was taken up for this reason: because being the first [element] to be affected 
by passion, it was also the first to be condemned.” 

* “You speak God's truth,” he said. 

+“He assumed, then, in a substantial way, the whole human being, composed 
of body and rational, intelligent soul, and so worked the salvation of the whole 
human being, purifying like by like” 

* “These are fine and perfect things that you say; he remarked. 

+ But I said to him: “Well, then, if he took on a soul, did he not take on mine? 
And yet if he did take mine, and it was not essentially like mine in every respect, 
then surely what was saved was something other than my soul.’ 


* “Obviously; he said; “ог what had to be saved was clearly that soul, which 
he was found to be exactly like.” 

+ "In the same way,’ I said, “if he also took flesh, is it not mine? But if it is 
mine, but changed in some way, there would be a difference; and if it couldn't be 
affected in the same way and agree in all respects with our bodies, then surely 
salvation would have belonged to that kind of flesh which he decided that the 
flesh he had united with himself ought to resemble.” 

* "Who;' he said, “has reached such a stage of madness, as not to acknowledge 
this to be true and to count those who do not agree among the damned?” 

+ "Surely those; I said, “who proclaim that it was impassible and 
incorruptible!” 

**We do not say his body was naturally impassible;' he said, “and incorruptible, 
but that it became so in its union with God the Word” 

+ "There is no difference,’ I said, “between the first [theory] and the second, 
but they are equally capable 
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of doing harm, if [you insist that] the flesh of the Lord really must be free of all 
likeness to our body in its ability to experience the passivities ours does." 

* “What makes you say that?” he asked. 

+ “Because the object of our investigation is not,’ I said, “simply whether it 
came to be incorruptible by union or by the constitution of its nature, but 
whether or not he preserved the marks of our nature unchanged, except for sin” 

* “He preserved them,” he said, “insofar as its primary composition is 
concerned, and its having its origins in the Mother of God, who is our sister by 
nature and shares in every characteristic of the human frame.” 

+ I said, “Your answer needs a clearer explanation, which will show us what 
we are looking for more clearly. For I cannot understand it simply from what 

ou have just said.” 

* “What did I say, then,” he asked, “that was unclear?” 

+ “Do you mean,’ I said, “that the body of the Virgin was transformed in 
substance, and left her own nature behind by the power of the Word, so that a 
nature was united to him which was ours yet in a different state from the very 
womb; or do you mean that the Virgin remained within the characteristics 
of her nature, but that the basic elements [of Christs humanity] —coming, 
I mean, from the blood of the Virgin—were transformed, and so his flesh 
became incorruptible” 

* “Some,” he said, “hold to the former of these opinions—simple people, I 
suppose, who honor the Virgin more than is appropriate; but they fail to foresee 
the absurdity that results from this, and [to notice] that if something like this 
should happen to the Virgin, she would lose some of her very suitability for 
being his mother.” 

+ “What you say is very true,’ I agreed. “For once incorruptibility were 
established, it would not have become capable of childbearing and of giving 
physical birth. The coming down of the Spirit did not remove or prevent the 
Virgin's ability to beget a child; on the contrary, it led her in a supernatural way 
to a conception which was accomplished without human seed. And it seems to 
me we should consider this, as well: if, in their view, the Virgin became incor- 
ruptible at the coming of the Spirit, she would perhaps have become the root 
of incorruptibility for our race, but not the divine shoot who grew from her” 

* You've made an excellent point,’ he said. “For the rest of the Virgin's life, as 
it is narrated, doesn’t suggest an immediate transformation of her natural state. 
The coming of the Spirit upon her produced purity 
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of soul and holiness of body, but did not bring about in her a change of essence 
or nature.” 


+ “And add this to what we have already said,’ I remarked. “The Spirit filled 
the Virgin with his fertilizing power, so that her nature might have, in a 
supernatural way, the power of bearing uncultivated fruit, and a shoot springing 
supernaturally from a virginal root” 

* “Excellent, my friend,” he said. 

+ "Now it is time, then, my good colleague,’ I said, “to examine together, in a 
friendly and gentle way, what follows from this. For if we agree that the Virgin 
always remained the same on the level of nature, and did not change her state 
to something else, different from what she had possessed from the beginning, 
then did not the pledge of our nature, who came from her, experience the 
temporal process of gestation in natures order and way?” 

* “Certainly; he said. 

+ "Put together and formed, little by little, in the Virgins womb,’ I said, “he 
came by the law of childbirth to realize the complete perfection of an infant, as 
one can even hear in the Gospel text, Ше days of her bearing him were fulfilled’ 
Then a strange miracle, without precedent, in connection with his birth, as with 
his first conception: his birth did not destroy her virginity, nor did her virginity 
stand in the way of her giving birth” 


* “You speak God's truth,” he said. 

+ "But; I said, “just as the conception which took place above our nature was 
not totally separate from what is ours, so the birth, which contained an element 
of paradox, did not change the nature of him who was born for our sakes, but 
both branch and fruit grew up similar to the womb who had borne him” 

*“Now we; he said, “believe this about the flesh of the Lord: that at the very 
beginning of his conception, just as he came into the womb of the Virgin, that 
which was assumed was transformed, too, to incorruptibility. For how would it 
have been possible for that flesh not to put off its corruptible nature, when it 
was joined to the incorruptible word?” 
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+ “You rather seem; I said, "to be forgetting your own words, my friend. For 
you agreed before that the Virgin Mother of God remained unchanged, and 
that the Creator of time did not refuse to be shaped and dwell in the virgin 
womb for the appointed time of human conception. How, then, did he who 
accepted to dwell in his mothers bowels and who fulfilled the terms of 
childbirth —while the Virgin herself was not superior to us in anything except 
holiness—change his mind, as it were, and spurn the nature of his own body, 
precisely at the moment when it concurred unchangeably in every way with the 
body of her who bore it?" 

* "Everyone; he said, “would agree with these principles. But in our opinion, 
itbelongs to right belief to hold that he took a corruptible body from the womb 
of the Virgin, and immediately changed it to incorruptibility” 

+ "And where? I asked, "are the limits and the duration of his sharing our 
life—that of which we most stand in need—if he has [simply] exhibited, 'in a 
moment and in the twinkling of an eye; the likeness to us which you admit, and 
then quickly altered it? We did not need simply this, after all, but that the Lord 
should have associated continually with us, and have gone the whole way, 
through all the experiences that human nature begins with and progresses 
through, until it comes to its proper end” 

* "What would prevent that from happening; he asked, "even if the union 
had made his body impassible?” 

+ "And how; I said to him, “can he have lived with men and women to begin 
with, or have accepted suffering for our sakes, if he refused, from the first 
moment of union, to be able to suffer like us or to be mortal?" 

* “He suffered” he answered, "but not, surely, by natural necessity, but by 
reason of the divine plan, as the Word permitted suffering” 

+ I said that what he had said was no different from a riddle. “For how did he 
have a nature that was above suffering, yet allow himself to suffer what belongs 
to the nature of flesh, in a way beyond nature? For if the union with the Word 
endowed the flesh with impassibility, he would not have taken away what had 
once been given and allotted to it. Furthermore, if [the flesh] gained a share in 
incorruptibility from its union with the Word, this would be just a step short of 
wrongfully daring to split apart the supernatural and wonderful union. For that 
which was impassible because of the union would not have been able to suffer, 
unless 
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the union had first been abolished, just as there would be no darkness, if the 
source and cause of light did not withdraw. To put it simply, nothing which 

roceeds from a sustaining cause can remain in its effects, unless the cause itself 
is present. And consider this: if he endured being joined to one who suffers, he 
would have endured being joined to a passible body.” 

* “What?” he said to us; “did the flesh suffer, not because of the will of the 
Word, but because it was subject to the law of the flesh?” 

+ “Who would dare to say? I said in reply, “that any natural occurrences 
should happen to his flesh without the consent of the Logos, and not rather that 
he permitted a nature which was naturally equipped to suffer to undergo, with- 
out sin, what was natural to it? For it was not naturally superior to suffering, and 
only became able to suffer because of the Word. Just the opposite: there are 
times when it rose above its natural sufferings, when the Word afforded to it the 
power to overcome sufferings, as often happened. As a result, the natural union 
of the Word to flesh was inseparable, completely indivisible; but freedom from 
suffering was not always accessible to his body. For he did not have his 
impassibility from the union, but from the will of him who was united and who 
occasionally allowed this for some good purpose. If this were not true, we 
would have to profess one of two things: either that he simply never suffered at 
all, but was naturally impassible because of the union, or that when he suffered 
he was totally cut off from the union.’ 

* “If, then? he said, “according to your argument the flesh had a passible 
nature and [therefore] suffered other things and even death because of it, our 
reason for boasting, which we had from that humanity because it suffered for 
us, will pass away and perish.” 

+ “There are two ways,’ I said, “in which we speak about the Lord's flesh 
suffering for our sake, my friend: first, that suffering occurred in its case with 
the permission of the Word (for he could have prevented it, but did not, 
according to the great Athanasius); and 
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second, that because it was revealed to be above all sin it did пої have to die оп 
its own account—since death entered first of all because of sin, and has per- 
vaded all of human nature ‘because all have sinned; according to Paul. For there 
js not, and has never been at any age, a human soul clean of voluntary or 
involuntary sin, but even the souls of the saints, I should say, have surely 
admitted some small stain of sin, if not in action, at least in thought. And this 
can be clearly heard in our Lord's teaching, where he says: “The ruler of this 
world is coming, and in me he has nothing; For in saying ‘in me and ‘nothing, 
he has explicitly shown that he alone remained free of all sin, even sin of the 
mind. Therefore the punishment for sin, finding no ground in him, stood still 
and was circumscribed, and from then on withdrew from those under its 
sentence. For death died, when it tasted of sinless flesh. But to think that a 
flesh that was naturally impassible and immortal voluntarily admitted what 
did not belong to its nature, first of all ignores the fact that willing and not 
willing is not proper to flesh, but to the rational soul, іп which the independence 
of the will and its inclination to both sides is discovered; and secondly, [people 
who think this] make the flesh blameworthy, wishing what is contrary to nature, 
and choosing what it is not made to choose; and this is the ultimate definition 


of sin. 


“And let us not leave this unmentioned, that of the three causes we discern, 
from which every activity is produced—one kind of activity is that which 
comes from a natural power, one from the deviation from natural habit, and the 
third is observed in ascent and progress towards the better—of these, one is, 
and is called, natural, one preternatural, and the third supernatural. The 
preternatural, by its very name, is an aberration from natural habits and powers, 
and damages both the substance itself and its natural activities; the natural is 
produced from unimpeded causal operation, relying upon nature; the super- 
natural leads upward and elevates, and strengthens [the subject] for more 
perfect things—things which it could not achieve if it remained within its 
natural functions. But the supernatural does not abrogate the natural, but leads 
it onwards and sets it in motion to be able both to carry out its own functions, 
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and to accept in addition the power to do what is above it” 

* “Clarify what you are saying with a homely example; for my mind has not 
yet grasped it” 

+ “Consider it this way,’ I said." [It is] just as one finds, among things made 
by human skills, that art changes what is made, and brings the natural lack of 
form in the underlying material to a more beautiful shape and condition, call- 
ing it forth to greater usefulness. For art bestows what nature did not have. So 
flutes and lyres and instruments like them are forced by art to make music; so, 
too, the plastic arts change gold and other materials into ten thousand kinds of 
beasts, and even to human shapes; and the mechanical arts, again, contrive 
astronomical spheres and sundials and the like. It would be a long task to 
enumerate the kinds of things to which the creative reason adds the beauty 
and usefulness of art, while nature remains within its boundaries and is not at 
all injured. And in the same way, if we may take lowly things, bearing a distant 
echo of the truth, as an example of divine and lofty things, you may think of 
the flesh of the Lord: the laws of its nature remained uninjured, even after the 
supernatural and wonderful union, yet it received what was above its nature, 
so that neither was divided from the other or got in the other's way. For there 
is no place for what is above nature, if nature does not act naturally. And the 
miracle would cease to be a miracle, if nature were changed to what is above 
nature. Any love of glory which does violence to the truth becomes pride" 


* “That is what I think, too,” he said; “but I see it this way: that the sufferings 
were experienced by the Lord's flesh by way of a miracle, while his lack of 
suffering and indestructibility rested on unfailing laws of nature” 

+ "And where; I said, “do you get this from, my friend? Who is the oracle who 
suggested this strange wisdom to you? Don't you know that a law of nature is 
not what is rare, but what is constant, or at least what is most often observed and 
what endures? For the Lord dwelt among us in the flesh thirty-three whole 
years, and glorified humanity by not deviating at all from what is ours, eating 
and drinking and sleeping and 
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naturally accepting all the other things that prove the truth of the body he took. 
And he began to work miracles when he was thirty years old, not before. For no 
one should propose that the Lord's actions as a child, coming out of a child's 
mind, were miraculous; no: that age offers both the perfect test of virtue and the 

erfect moment for teaching, when he proclaimed what is, for us, truly the 
Good News, and added credibility to his inspired teachings by sealing his words 
with the marvelous proof of miracles. 

*And even then, he appeared still to need the natural and innocent things of 
the body—so much so that he had the reputation for being a ‘glutton and a 
drinker, fulfilling the measure of his needs just as we do. And what do you say 
about the fact that he always appeared in our form, associating with the crowds 
and not differing from the mass of people in appearance at all? For "the crowd 

ressed upon him,” as Peter said. And he who betrayed him gave the sign, by 
which he would be recognized to those who wished to kill God, because—as 
one of our own has remarked—of the external similarity of the Lord to his 
disciples. These things happened in a kind of natural order and sequence, from 
the first moment of his birth up to his ascent onto the cross and his three-day 
burial; but to reveal the divinity which had not yet been shown to the 
crowds, he began to work new, miraculous signs concerning his body—rare 
occurrences, in relation to the whole course [of his life] —to show, as I say, his 
own divinity, while not abrogating the reality of his body. So he walked on the 
sea without sinking, and was transfigured on the mountain, and before this 
he remained without food for forty whole days, and forgot completely about 
natural necessities; he sprang forth from а virgins womb, while the flower 
of her virginity was preserved intact. He worked these wonders to prove the 
treasure [he possessed], not to destroy or transform what he bad taken in 
addition. To put it in a nutshell, he performed indescribable miracles as proof 
of the divinity which overshadowed him; but his sufferings, and before them 
his conception and birth and infancy, his growing in age, and each of the other 
things which occurred by the law of nature in his bodily life, showed him to be 
atrue human being, of the same substance as we are. But let me add something 
which almost escaped my mind? - 

* "Say it, by all means,” he said. 
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18 Phil. 3.19 
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transp. O 32 kai и: Kav О 


4 "It strikes те, I said, “as right, and as something that would seem religious 
truth to all, that just as the Lord of all, when he shared what was his with the 
flesh, remained undiminished in himself and steadfastly retained the position 
that is his by nature, so too his humanity, remaining in its own natural bounds 
and holding on to its natural powers and activities, and not departing from our 
common, innocent passions, and [so] in its very being laying down the 
definition of human perfection, shared all the riches which came from the 
Word—or rather, having the very fount of riches in the Word, it poured forth 
from itself all that the Word possesses, because of the Word. Surely we do not 
imagine we are saying something great about the flesh of the Lord, by attributing 
to it what does it no honor and removes honor from us? For itis no glory for the 
Word to deprive his flesh of our characteristics, while it remains among us; nor 
does it give glory to his humanity, which is akin to us, to treat its passibility like 
ours with contempt,unless we are to fall away from the ideal of imitating it. It is 
also no great thing to add to the flesh of the Lord things which will exist in just 
and unjustalike after the resurrection—I mean immortality and incorruptibility, 
and before them the quality of not hungering or thirsting or needing sleep. For 
it is possible to say truly, on this point, that his glory is in the shame of those 
who, by their concern for honor, dishonor both us and the flesh of the Lord— 
him by depriving his flesh of our characteristics, and us by depriving us of what 
we have from his flesh. For that flesh that gives glory by suffering will not share 
its glory, if it does not suffer with us.” f | 

* “Look? he said: “even now, though you haven't intended it, you have 
distinguished the corruptible from the passible. For in the realm of punishment, 
the bodies of sinners suffer along with their souls, but even when they suffer 
they are not subject to death or decay; from this, it is obvious that the corruptible 
is not the same as the passible, if they also suffer but are not destroyed. 

+ “But, my friend,” I said, “I do not say that every suffering whatsoever 
corrupts the sufferer, but only certain kinds, in certain people. I would not say, 
then, that it is proper to the punishments of Hades, and the painful sensations 
that come from them, to corrupt the nature that undergoes them; if may speak 
boldly, pain even contributes something towards the lasting endurance of those 
being punished. One can see this same thing happening in 
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10 Hebr. 2.14 18 Ps. 15.10 (LXX); Acta 227 
28 Ps.29.10 (LXX); cf. Methodius, Frag. 1 in Job, GCS 27, 511,11. 6-7 


26-7 Lam. 420 (LXX) 
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medical drugs: they seethe up and warm the nature, stimulating it in its depths, 
and do not allow it to waste away in numbness, but they preserve it by pain and 
bring it to firmness and density by irritation. But the human, natural sufferings 
of the body, which the Lord accepted, were such as to waste the flesh, to weary 
and distress it,and in the end to break it down, which we know is what happened 
on the cross. And corruption follows upon dissolution, as far as nature is 
concerned. Human sufferings, then, were able to cause pain to his nature, to do 
violence to its unity, and in the end to bring about separation and subject it to 
decay; in all of these things the Lord 'shared, just like us; according to the great 
doctrine of the Apostle? 


* “What else,’ he said, “are you trying to argue and prove by what you have 
said, except that since Christ is passible— precisely by his bodily nature, not by 
the divine will—he is also necessarily corruptible? It doesn't escape me that this 
is what youre building up to! But we would never accept that, not even if you 
say countless things beyond what you have said already. We must rather believe 
the leader of the apostles, Peter, and also the inspired king and chief prophet 
David, when they insist that his flesh ‘did not see corruption?” 

+ "Since you are departing from human arguments and persuasion,’ I said, 
*however belatedly, and are taking refuge in the holy Scriptures, we, too, can 
remember a prophetic saying which seems to say the opposite to yours; explain 
that to us now, I beg you.” 

* "Tell me just which one you mean; he said. 

+ "That saying of the inspired Jeremiah,” I said to him in reply, “which he 
utters in the Lamentations, when he shows by prophetic proclamation the one 
who will save us from lamentation: ‘Christ the Lord; he says, ‘was included in 
our corruption. And one can find the same thought expressed by the prophet 
speaking in the person of the Lord, when he says, What benefit is there in my 
blood, in my going down to corruption?’ For the inscription of the psalm, and 
the whole sequence of its sayings, urges us to think of the Lord as mystically 
prefigured by the psalm, according to the explanation of the theologians. But 
even Peter himself appears on the scene, 
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speaking very seriously to those who refuse to believe in the resurrection of the 
Savior and saying that [God] ‘raised him so that he would never return to 
corruption; and this ‘never returning to corruption’ shows that the one of 
whom he says these things was not invulnerable to decay. Don't you think that 
this is contrary to what you argued before, and that it involves us in the bonds 
of still greater perplexity?” 

* “In truth,” he said, “this is full of obscurity, unless it can find someone to 
interpret and straighten out the seeming discrepancy in these texts, with an eye 
towards the truth” 

+ "Come on, then, my excellent fellow,’ I said: “you open up the darkened 
meaning of these texts accurately and reveal the truth to us, whether you have 
jt on your own or have borrowed it from someone else.” 

* “You don’t seem to have found a good or plausible reason,” he said, “for 
wrapping the truth in greater obscurity by your contradictory texts, so that the 
difficulty leads to ambiguity and the ambiguity quietly smuggles in the confession 
of falsehood. As for me, whether some argument explains the confusion between 
the texts or not, I will not abandon my own opinion, since the inspired Scripture 
cries out in clear terms that his soul was not abandoned to Hades, and that his 
flesh did not see corruption.” 


+ “Was it as one naturally capable of corruption,’ I said to him, “that he did 
not see corruption? Tell me if this is not right.’ 

* “As one not capable of it,” he said, right away and with no reservations. 

+ “Well? I said, “surely you must affirm this same thing about his soul; for 
the prophet gave thanks for both together, in the person of the Savior, when 
he said that his soul would not be abandoned to Hades, nor his body see 
corruption.” 

* "Indeed; he said, “I would say the same about the soul of the Lord, because 
it was not naturally suited to remain in Hades.” 

+ “Well,” I said, “do we not concede that his soul descended to Hades?” 

* He replied, “I would not deny that, but he was not at all capable of being 
held there.” 
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+ “Does the soul of the Lord differ in nature from our souls?" I asked. 


+ “Jt is not that it differs,” he said, "but that when it was united with the Lord 
it became superior to the power of Hades to retain it, and stronger [than 
E. A then” I said, “it was not through its nature (for he had a like nature to 
all other souls) but through the divinity of the Word, with which he descended 
into Hades, that he was not only exempt from being retained there, but even 
broke the bonds of those who were detained there, and who believed in him: 

*“So it was, he said. 

+ “We can make similar conclusions; I said, "about the flesh of the Lord: 
namely, that as far as the likeness of nature between his flesh and the bodies of 
all other men and women is concerned, as he died, so he was capable of corrup- 
tion; but the fact that he was not corrupted is a sign not of a change in nature 
but of the almighty, effective power of the divine influence—just as his walking 
on the sea was not a revelation of the nature of his body, but a sign of his divi- 
nity. So that dying is proper to the nature of the body, but not being corrupted 
indicates the power of the divinity” 

*“] think this is true myself; [he said]. 

+ “Why on earth? I said to him, “do you ‘draw straight and not also cut 
straight} as the saying runs, by attributing the characteristics of nature to the 
flesh, but what is above nature to the ineffable and supernatural power of the 
Word? For in this way you will have solved the discrepancy of these texts we 
have seen and strike the truth itself, by saying that he was in his natural 
constitution ‘involved in our corruption’ and that he'descended into corruption, 
by being born in places and circumstances that cause corruption, but that he 
‘did not see corruption; because the Word prevented him from experiencing 
this, in order that incorruption, along with other blessings, might be the choice 
gift of the grace of resurrection. Incorruption began with him and in him, after 

all, but was extended and will be extended to the whole of the human mass, 
since he, being its first fruit, has fermented the whole mass into himself” 

*“That Christ suffered,” he said,“we hear from the testimony of holy Scripture, 
and that Christ is passible in his flesh, the lofty thoughts of Paul 
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Stayopever: TÒ péro фдартду eivar tov Xprorov одбдєшіа Граф) тро>ф 
ойто), Kal ууш тї pwvy, парадедикеу: où yap тд “ovàànphiva т 
êv бгафдорд” mavrws тобто 6TÀot, i 

[8] + Ар обу, трос ékeívov е тот, тд пепоудеуал uóvov абтду 1) Грах) 
dunyo peuoew 7) кой TÒ уеусутодал ката сарка ёк ITapÜévov; 1 

Е Kai тодто, ép, тду OjoAoyovuévov ват. Пдѕ yap av ААА с 
гопаоциет то “B(BÀos yevécecos Inaod Хрото?”; 

+ Obkoüv, «пот, трд тд пепоуйерол Kal yéveow abro тард. r$ 
Граф? катоууе Метал; dii 

ы Хуреш ёт) 

+ Tí 06 Оду! Kat abfgow адтод сошатик)», «пот, ёк тв Граф? 
TraperAnpaper; ч 

* Пауо еи ov, Ефт. 

5 Tiv де пара rv é£a0ev Aeyouévqv addoiworr, «Їтоу ёушує mpds 
autor, ёк пайутик?в ote, Suvdpews rikreoÜau, Ñ ov; 

[C] * Kai тод ris Гроф?в тд rovoÜrov ebpojsev; 

+ П pos адтод ye, єїтоу, тод owrnpiov Àóyou иустаугоуойиева,“ Tò шёу 
пуебиа трббоџо», ń де сарЕ dobevns” avrixpus Aéyovros- ка! ráAw mepi 
оўтой ó etos Атботоћоѕ, “Е! kai éoravpwOn ёё dobeveias, аЛа ¿ó ёк 
Suvdpews Өєоб” Mobévera де ті érepóv otw 7) ris каб é&w Suvdpews 
dAoiwous ка: era Bo); Ка! ó uéyas де Hoatas pyaiv, « AvOpwrros èv 
пАтуб dv, кол єїда\< gépew padaxiar»- ка! uer óÀ(ya, «Kal єїдошєу 
айтду, Kal ойк elyev eldos ойде бббат. ЛАЙ тд el8os айтоб дтииоу 
екАебтоу mapa тов viods тду дудротоу» Ap оду аА +í поте ға 
кале? exAeupur [D] ка: роЛакіау Ñ тту ёк тадоув GAdoiwow, Hv тд oôpa 
пепоудег, axpovv re yevóp.evov ка! тд фиокфв патйвобу TÔ офиат: 
ходиа. рл) д:асф о», ёк той 15 то Вадоѕ cvvveioat тї дєрибттта, ка! 
пи журе еми TOU ациатов состоћту, катеф хдал те kai pos 

* Ордбтато, epn Àéyeis: каіџо:докєї вутойтостду иеуоткициебовал 
Вас его, та тод афиатов фиа:одоуобута zá 0. 


‘ear Lam. 4.20 (LXX) 7 Matt. 1.1 17-18 Matt. 26.41 19-20 2 Cor. 
ra Am. Isa. pes rad š 22-4 15а.53.2-3 (LXX var.) 24-9 сЕ Basilius (?) 

ominis Sermo I (ed. H. Hórner, С ii і 1, 
Пик оо regorii Nyssenis Opera, Supplementum, 10,1. 9-11, 


VO 4 отд О 57 ка: 7 à 
a7 Е : 7 om. O 6 б> om. О 8 тб: тд O 
i Tapa, тї Грофї< ош. O 15 oin V  т/ктеодво: yiveobar О Tj oU om. O 
pM О А ы E om. Me 22 per’ Mya: ueÜérepa О ка? om. V 
доре ante ёкАєѓтоу add. kai У тот О 26 5 d : 
oxpov О 29 ueraxcptjaai V 55 
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tell us. But по passage of Scripture so clearly hands on to us that Christ was 
corruptible, in so many words; nor does his being “involved in corruption; 
surely, mean this” 

+ “Well, then? I said to him, “does the Scripture say only that he suffered, or 
also that he was begotten of the Virgin, according to the flesh?” 

* “This, too; he said, “is part of what we confess. For how else could we 
understand the phrase, “The Book of the Ancestry of Jesus Christ’?” 

+ “Well, then; I said, “in addition to his having suffered, you agree that his 

pirth is proclaimed by the Scriptures?” 

* ^| agree? he said. 

y "What else? Do we not also learn of his bodily growth from the Scripture?" 
І said. 

* “Surely; he said. 

+ "And do you think? I said to him, "that what those outside our community 
call alteration stems from the ability to suffer, or not?” 

* Where do we find that in the Scripture?" 

+ “We are guided? I said, “by the Saviors own words when he says openly, 
"The spirit is willing, but the flesh is weak;’ and again the divine Apostle says of 
him, ‘If he was crucified from weakness, yet he lives from the power of God: 
What else is weakness but an alteration and change of a habitual power? 
And the great Isaiah says, А man living in suffering, and knowing how to bear 
weakness; and a little later on, "We saw him, and he did not possess form or 
glory; but his form was dishonorable, lacking in comparison with the children 
of men and women: Is it possible to call this deficiency and weakness anything 
else than alteration arising from suffering, which the body undergoes, becoming 
pale and no longer preserving the color which naturally blooms on the body, all 
because the warmth has withdrawn to the innermost depths and because its 
appearance has become cool and changed from color to pallor, because of the 
contraction of the blood-supply?" 

*“You speak correctly,’ he said; “and you seem to me, in all this, to be imitating 
the great Basil, when he gives a physiological description of the passive 
experiences of the body.’ 
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+ О0де аАдо ті тфу cipqpévwv, єїтоу, стаи ид, фута. де ёк Потерсу 
ХаВват Ехо. ААда, то 67%, ei Rovde, cvvdiacKepdpeba. 

* ТО погои; ёфт. 

[1345 A] + Pevyjoews, ейтот Е уф), kal abénoews Kal àÀowboeos соф» 

5 ёк rv дєішу Графу 6e6onéyms, тобиет ка! rds Nourds avivyías, el ye 
kai тайтав вота» ёр Tots єіоѕ Àoyíous єйрєїү. 

* Тод évreÜÜev, ёфт катаскєоабошёроо сууй: TH yàp peraBaruc)y 
бродоуоуиеут Ехо», тту dad тбтоу eis rórrovs, той Kupiov k(vgaw, rà 
тєрї шеифовоов kai рдорӣѕ dmoBeucview émiyeipets—ómep ойк dv, dis yé 

10 рос Óoket, сушпера(товс. 

+ OpOds реу Àéyeus, Hr 9 ус), трд туи Тиетерат &oÜéveuav дфорфу. ý 
де ye алде ovupayovuévy ovuuaye? rots бтериохобои ат в. Aore? 
со: оду тд пеий? те kal дири Bpwaews те ка! тбсєоѕ epeais etvau; 

* Aoxet, ёфт. 

15 [B] + XupPaiverv де ras égéaeis où тєрї rds évdelas, čpnv, breiAngas; 

* Nai- ri уар ёти érepov dpegis 7) ёт:бошіа. той éÀÀe(movros, прдс 
ауотАђроси той бтекрейдаттов; 

+ КоАМота ye тду ris Ópé£ews брои ётодёд ока: kai yàp ка! ó uéyas 
Bacirevos meuijooa, Àéye, róv Kúpuv, “ris orepeds айтф TpoQfjs 

20 д:атуєисдєіот5” ву TÔ сдиот:. Ка! rà Еп! roro: cagás ёпіотаса. 
"Ymvov бе cvoroMjv ойу érepov jmápyew qapév Q той аїобтүтикой 
пуебиатов ürovíav, da ep kal kómrov тту TOV pv Kal vet pwr (mépra cv. 
ву yàp тойтопс év8et ка! иегобтал rà. THs picews, xal etra Ümrvov uev eis 
то дуакттааовал тту Gwrh те kai alaÜnrucjv 8óvajav, àvéoecs дё iva 

25 хадаобдош oi тбуо тфу eire подфу, eire xeup@v, eire ка! боо той 
awparos, [C] é£ ó8ovropías rwós 1 ris тєрї rà Aovrà тфу epywv 
cwvrovías дтєрткбтоѕ. Трофти дё kai moròv ў vois ётїбтүтєї, тфу 
стерефу uiv Kal дурду, Е dv стуеат кацет, д:0лтєрортшёроу xai THs 
дутейауоуйв просдєошёуоу той kevwbévros бт ка! рейааттов. 

30 * Тайту pev еп! rÀv Тиетерс, ёкє?уоѕ ёфт, сошбтоу, ó ВеАтіотє: o) 
шу де Ст! тв той Kupíov capkós ойто табта. 


19-20 Basilius, Homilia de Gratiarum Actione 5 (PG 31,228 C14—299 A1); сЕ Flor., Test. 9 
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+ “Nothing else of what I said is my own, either; I said; "but I have taken 
everything from the Fathers. But if you wish, let us examine what follows: 
* *What?" he said. ND 
+ “If [his] birth? I said, "and growth and alteration are clearly given in holy 
Scripture, let us examine the other things which are connected with them, to 
see if we can find them, too, in the divine writings. — — f 
* “I understand what you are working up to,” he said; for having reached 
agreement on the Lord's power of movement from place to place, you = es 
trying to prove something about ae diminution and corruption—which is 
i inion, a correct conclusion. 
Зи Кош right, I said, “for you spot our weakness; but when we support the 
truth, it supports us against the powers that seek to ee you 
think that hungering and thirsting are an appetite for food and drink? 
*“T think so,” he said. | ias 
4 *Do you not assume that appetites happen to be for things that are lacking? 
E. For what else is an appetite, but the desire for something missing, to fill 
as been depleted?” 
“ena have defined appetite very well. For the great Basil says that the 
Lord was hungry, when solid food evaporated in his body. And you e 
clearly what follows from this. For we say that the respite of sleep is nothing 
else than the relaxation of the perceptive spirit, just as exertion is the tension 
of the muscles and nerves. Natural powers are diminished and used up in 
these parts of the body, and need sleep to reacquire the vital and as w 
powers, and relaxation, so that the sinews of the feet or the hands or o the 
whole body may be loosened, when the body is worn out from walking 
or from the strain connected with other kinds of work. Nature seeks after 
food and drink, when the solid and liquid elements, from which we are 
composed, are dissipated and need replenishment of what has been spent and 


has flowed away” | 
* It is so in our bodies, my friend? he said; “but these things do not hold for 


the flesh of the Lord” 
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+ AM el и) ойто табто, трд$ adrov ёртр, kai еп! THs той Короо 
саркдѕ, Kal ката ту toov cvvéBauve трбтоу, «тоци? av Üappobvros ds 
oúó дЛаѕ уєуёљттаа. Erei тду érepov тшу тарасттооу трбтгоу: où yàp 
67) тту pavraoíav «(тов àv попоте; 

[D] * Муде удр поте ойто paveiny, éxetvos Єфтү Kal yap ал005 rara 
cuvéBouvev, Аа BovAouévov тод буди kai ёфіёутоѕ TH саркі. 
| + Ебёфртсутрб< abrov elrrov- unde уартбховт?в крєїттоуо$ Goud cews, 
ó uù т} парахортов: той Лдуои та фосіка тў capki соџВӯуа: табу 
Aéyo тє Kal фротбу. 

* Обто 61) Kai ueis, éxeivos Ефт, потебоиет: Өєд< yàp GAnmrds от: 

5 ^ x й 
аудротонг, и тє Ве ст. 

А „Аедошбутя тойуу, єїтоу, Ф дауџасгє, yevvýoews, dAAowwoews, 
avenoews, иетаВотик? в катаешв TH соорот тод Kupiov, тї TÓ колдор, 
ете шог, ил) ох: ко! THY Хот)» aùr avivy(av dddvas; 

* Одкоду катӣ rovs оой, ёр, Adyous, Kal épbapras; 

[1348 A] + M?) yévovro, прдв айтду ümekpwámv. 

* Пос тодто, ёфт, Àéyeus; 

+ “Ort nde дешз, ейтог. 

* Av Пу а таг; elev. 

An Tmeibínep, ёт» дпоувебаасдал der THY Претерат падфу péx pis 
abris тї тод Üavárov пеграз, où umu Kal èv TH кат évépyewav yevéoÜa, 
Фдорд, ana Фостер év nâo ёсҳє TÒ 'uérepov ка! TO ётер ибс, OUTW Kal 
кол? адтду 57) тду дауотот. Tò реу yap тевдуукетал трибтерот, Kal THs 
{кеи уекрбтутов Гацо: тд бе из) ёрдардол, rhs крєіттоуоѕ той Adyou 

uvdwews, ós ye ттђу тєірау кекоЛдикет, кото, фдарђуси суукехортков 
тй [В] capri, ds ду am айтў$ kai eis Huds давай), ка! убуттал тӯ 
дрдаро (аз шу apxy. To тойлуу ил) усиесдвол тту фдорау THs диикттои 
ст! duvdpews, Kal Adyw Водратоѕ, GAN o) vóuw púcecs. 

* AM uiv, exeivos ey, Kat véos Адар отоидабо ó Kipios. Ids 8 ду 
тобто cAéyero, €i ил) TO той прототАастоо qopécas oôpa; AqÜapros де 
jv б протбтћастоѕ трд THS тороВасєос· дфдартот ара ко! тд тод 
Kupíou о@цо: kat yàp дуаидртутоу rávrg диаиеибуткет. 

‚* Eyo де, є uev афдартог, éqqv, T) ил] TOD прототћаотоо тд opa 
érÜyxavev, ойто A€yw, Ews àv ит) то üÜávarov aùroùs католдє? тод 
трототћаотоо 
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+“But if these things do not hold,’ I said to him, “also for the flesh of the Lord, 
and in the same way, I would say confidently that he was not born [human] at 
АП. For imagine him in a different way from us: you wouldn't say he was ever 
purely a fantasy, would you?” 

+“T would never be so insane,” he said; “these things were truly his qualities, 
but at the consent of the Word, who imposed it upon his flesh.” 

+“You speak rightly,’ I said to him; “for if one were to say or to think anything 
else than that natural passibilities were experienced by his flesh with the 
permission of the Word, one [still] could not hit upon a superior form of 
change.” 

*“So we believe, too” he said; “for God is incomprehensible to human beings, 
if he wishes to be.” 

+ “If you grant, then, my good man; I said, “birth and alteration and growth 
and physical motion to the body of the Lord, tell me what prevents you from 
granting it the rest of what follows?” 

+ “You mean? he said, “according to your argument, that he was corrupted?" 

+ "Not at all? I answered him. 

*“What do you mean?” he said. 

+ "That would be irreverent,’ I said. 

* “Why?” he said. 

4+ “Бог the reason: I said, “that he had to taste of our sufferings, even as far as 
the very experience of death, yet not actually take part in corruption, but as he 
possessed in all things both what is ours and what is above us, so also in death. 
For dying belongs to us, and is the cure of our mortality; but not being corrupted 
belongs to the superior power of the Word, who prevented the experience [of 
corruption], not at all permitting the flesh to be corrupted, so that this might 
also be transferred from his flesh to us,and become the cause of ourincorruption. 
For non-corruption is proper to his unconquerable power, and happened in 
virtue of a miracle, not by the law of nature.” 

* “But” he said, “the Lord is also called ‘the new Adam: How could he be 
called this, if he had not borne the body of the first man? The first man was 
incorruptible before the fall; therefore the body of the Lord, too, was incorrup- 
tible, for it always remained sinless.” 

+ "Whether the body of the first man,” I said, “happened to be incorruptible 
or not, I for one will not say, as long as they feel no shame in not attributing the 
immortality of the first man 
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pn ддбивтот тф Корё. Tebvyrévai yap айтду пфутсов 8cboououv, [C] e 
ит) ШЕЛЛогеу тд ths pavracias бЛои eis Eavrods фтофереодал éyKAnua. 
To 8 ye одра тду Кроу dvetAnpévar тогобтои, ómrotov ody! тд той 
прототАдстои uóvov, ВЛАД. Kal тд ñuérepov—oú yàp SV aùròv éxeivoy 
HAGev uóvov, GAA Kal Sv тийс--кай сфбёра дарробътсов ви Sdiarewvoiunv. 
коис yàp ons Ths „боох, TOAD тд mapdAoyov Си! шёу éowévou, TOV $2 
Aowrav пбутоу åmeupaivew, of ye тв abrob Sud mévrwv €upepeias eis 
ту Ths іатрєѓаѕ ё8ёоуто Aóyov. 

T1ó0ev бе, à ВАтоте, бтитєр ёфдартоу тд той прототА&отоо oda 
éerdyxavev; Où yàp v +fj катоскеуй «ез тд dÜávacov. ил} тї ye 67) kal rò 
depÜa.prov, ёттєї ойк ду, обща, тод EvAou ris аут айтф) mpocedénaer, оф 
Tis peTradnpews адтду т) rapáßacıs dmeorépnaev, кайфв of Патерев [D] 
фас», б< TH тфу сютакду карпфу иета фев дпадататобробиетов. 
Пер: пу оду тобта où той mapdvros ват! kao, вт. итде ббуца. тд 
катӣ Tov Addy tuyydver. Tò yàp viv èv (утпов: mpoke(uevóv дати» $r, 
сдрка. тогайтти 6 Kipios Tjvocev éavrQ kab бтботаси, ómoíav Хот 
фут pera тт» параВаси б катвкритов, huels те пфитев oí ёк тод abro 
pupdparos. Où yap тду dvaudpryrov Addu A0ev aca, tva био:од7 
éxeiv, GAA róv ўџартукбта Kal пептожбто, {va д) съипепоудвов 
айтф ка! ovvavaorýon. ITás де ка! тд отер ўшду éférewe ypéos, q тр 
ўттау àvexaAécaro, Ñ дтоурашидѕ фретйв yéyove ка! rois maa т 
apiorns тоћтєіоѕ ópov èv éaur@ тду тейефтатоу троўблукє Blov; 

* Kai môs ду ris, €xeivos ёр, бууђсєтал тт)» тод Kupíov шшеѓсдал боти; 

[1349 А] + Н дпардактов, «пот, тўѕ саркдѕ тоб Коріоо mpós тт» 
Тиетерат биос Suvariy ттєттойүкє тђу прдв abrov дфоиойшатт, iv СЕТ 
Паф кай rois kar одтду Aéyew, "Murat pou y(veo0e, кайфс кёуб 
Хроото?, адтф те Q Kup," MáDere йт êpot, Öri mpads eiui ка! rozrewós 
TH карбід” Об unv ovde ó ддуатов,д:д.т1в тод Kupiov vexpdoews тєдутко, 
ту 661) аудротоу йтёсуєт dv пототе, ш) 8:0 mávrwv биойсов TÔ пала 
кататеобут: mpooBaddy, об теб) yeuoduevos Фтууе, тособтоу 
“qpwdiacar” aire “oi dddvres? катд, тду Adyov, Bore изкетешеу 


11-13 (érei ойк ду... дпавататоблабиетов): cf. Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 44, In 
Novam Dominicam (PG 36, 612 A14-B3); Flor, Test. 12 21 флтоурациду<: сЕ 1 Pet 
2.21 26-28 1 Cor. 11.21-2 Matt. 11.29 31 Fuwodiacav of dddvres: Jer. 38.29 
(LXX) 
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to the Lord, too. For surely they will concede that he died, unless they are 
ready to bear the whole charge of making him a fantasy. I would maintain 
yery boldly that the Lord took on the same kind of body, not only as the first 
man's, but also as ours—for he did not come for his sake only, but also for 
ours. Since the sickness is common, it would be very illogical to resemble one 
put differ from all the others, who need his similarity in all things, for the sake 


of their healing. 


"And how, my friend, did the body of the first man get to be incorruptible at 
all? For it did not have immortality as part of its constitution; much less, then, 
did it have incorruptibility, since I assume it would not have needed the tree of 
life—of whose use sin deprived it, as the Fathers tell us, because humanity 
would have become immortal by partaking of its life-giving fruit. But now is 
not the time to discuss these things, since Adams constitution is not a matter of 
dogma. What lies before our investigation now is that ће Lord hypostatically 
united such flesh to himself, as the condemned [Adam] was seen to have after 
the fall, and as we all [have] who come from the same mass. For he did not come 
to save a sinless Adam, that he [i.e., Adam] might become like him, but the one 
who had sinned and fallen, that by suffering with him he might raise him up 
with himself. How else did he pay the debt for us, or revoke our downfall, or 
become a paradigm of virtue and present to all the definition of the best way of 
behavior in himself, the most perfect life?” 

* “And how; he said, “could anyone imitate the life of the Lord?” | 
149A +“Theunchanging likeness,” I said, “of the Lord's flesh to ours, make possible 
our imitation of him, so that it is possible for Paul and his adherents to say, 
‘Become imitators of me, as I am of Christ? and for the Lord himself to say, 
‘Learn from me, for I am gentle and humble of heart? Nor indeed would death, 
having died through the Lord's death, ever have kept its distance from the rest 
of us, if it had not attacked one completely like him who long ago succumbed 
to it; once it happened to taste of him, its teeth were so much set on edge, as the 


saying goes, that it never 


| 


m 


10 


15 


20 


25 


30 








380 IIPOZ TOYS АФӨАРТОДОКНТОҮХ 


дафасдол Tou ту éowórav айтф, просєёєцёсал де ка! obs трт» 
катопепйке.. H yap évépyeva capôs, olia, rod фарийкои тту iow 
evdeixvurau: [B] rò yap диофиев тау ёёєшёса: tov Aagífavra 
Karmvdykaoev. По 8' av kai ó тв ovwmAokíjs vópos v rfj просахде(с 
теѓро MEPVAAKTAL, ит) TH TENTWKOTLTHV катӣ фбош хойатс DW. 
тўс mreipaLouevns picews; Où yàp vucüv GAN вптредбеш ват!» тд тард. 
тоў$ убиоив THs dywvias съитАекеовон“ vóuos дё dywvias тд 81d той 
тала катотєттокбтоѕ кататалћоієи Tov 01) уеикукбта, ко! табту ye 
à) тт» éunpoobev jrrav дтакоЛегавоп. | 

; Па 6 ду Kal ueis тду mapa THY той ópydvou двафордт тд ríjs фретйс 
ёёаіретоу éxovra шилпсоцеда, év табутф ка! фбартф odpare ту трд 
тд äphaprov óuoíwow дталтобиетоц lapariýorov yàp тд rovro «уай 
Boxe, kaðárep El Tis v TEKTOVLKOÎS ткєўєсї THY XAÀKEVTLKŮV екпА роби 
[C] тех гоцодетой). Kai yap ei тодто Фу, kai тд THs Deouuumoías 
Siapaprety дубукуто» пдутп érÓyxavev. Où yap èyyùs тд порддегуца, 
кой тов тайтту ëkpipovpévois тд тду biddoKadrov úmrepBdÀÀeo0a, 
пергеубуето, êv додеусотера TH aeu пепойтециетонв kai дибАукдост. 
Eó yàp Aéyew бт. итде практик?в Kat дудрот( в aperhs vóuovs ёстіу 
eópetv ву афдартф сорот, Ф ye, дд. тд dvw кєѓодо rv dvOpwrivwy 
тад», ойде пегра бта иде ёукратє:а, ovd€ móvos O71 ил]дё Отоиотт), ode 
bBpus $n итде Tareivwors, 00де т rv тоіобтоу mpócearw (iva ил) rà 
код каста д:єё:бутєс̧ evdiarpiBoyser). Où péya $ «теб» ór. илде 
дретй5 етер éarw Ст! тв ápÜdprov ка! dvevdeods gúcecos émet. 
АЖтоу [D] yàp piaews dyov ойк бати" el де ил) буду, ойде viry: el шл) 
рктр ойде страхо. Els тодто д1) т?в dromias тд péyebos тд кор ди duds 
THs афдарс(аз атўуауєу буора. 

, *Кошдў уо, exeivos ёрттд péya.Tíjs вуфовов ékrapárrei vor роу, 
et шл) rà тв ágÜapaías ó Adyos ат” àpyfjs TÊ ойке(о дедорттол сбиать, 
Аа ката. тду cov трбтоу табу aùroîs kai айтф ri eis ботєроу 
àqÜapoíav ётошлєйсато. | 

+ MeiLovos 8 av ein ris edAaBelas détov, пот, тд werd tiva Aéyew 
уеусуйсдал Karpov той Kupiou тту буа, kai ттр ёк дебиди tSpuawy, 


vo 1 прообересол О 2 кататєтбкє О 
5 шрите О — eupepevav rhs: éugépei адтӯѕ O 
16 orepBáAMew V 17 переуйето О 


„3 Хафйваута: pvàáćavra О 
6 émipeátew V" 8 raórqv O 
19-20 дуо ксгодои: ávokícÜa. О 


20-21 ойде reiva ... ramelvwors: meli 
T s: meliorem sens Bde ёукрӣ 5 2 
RUN nf dew ren um haberet ойде ёукратега, бт ите 
i роу, OTL раде пбъов, ойде rameívocis, ór, иде BBpis илде: ux) V 
26 буора: vóņpa О 27 ante 
32 Kupíov: ко! О 


24 post дуд add. де O 


2 t 25 buds: Huds V 
Єктордттє add. ýuâs О ipis 


29 ante като add. kaè О 


Contra Aphthartodocetas 381 


dared to seize those who resembled him, and vomited forth those whom it 
had digested before. For the action of a drug, I think, clearly demonstrates its 
nature: and it was those of a completely like nature whom he forced the 
devourer to vomit forth. How could the law of combat have been observed in 
the contest which was undertaken, if the nature being tested was not naturally 
similar to him who fell? For to fight contrary to the laws of the match is not 
to conquer but to abuse; and the law of the match is to throw him who 
formerly won, through him who formerly fell, and so to label the former 
victory defeat. 

“And how are we to imitate him who possessed the summit of virtue 
proportionate to the very difference of his instrument, if we are required to be 
like the incorruptible in a passible and corruptible body? This would seem to be 
similar to someone's being required by law to carry out the metalworker' art 
with carpenters' tools! For if this were the case, our failure to imitate God would 
be completely blameless. The model would not be a near one, and as a result 
those who imitated it would surpass the master, having lived and struggled in a 
weaker nature. I will not even mention the fact that one cannot find the laws of 
practical human virtue in an incorruptible body, which, because it is above 
human passions, does not have hunger and therefore needs no temperance, has 
no labor and therefore needs no patience, has no pride and therefore needs no 
humility, nor is anything else like this a trouble for it—lest we waste time 
prolonging such details. It is no great assertion to say that it is impossible to find 
a demonstration of virtue in a nature which is incorruptible and lacking 
nothing. For there is no struggle for a nature which cannot suffer; and if there 
is no struggle, there is no victory; and if no victory, there are no crowns. This is 
the magnitude of silliness to which the fine concept of incorruptibility has led 
you!” 

*“Tt would completely upset the great mystery of the union,’ he said, “if the 
Word did not bestow the gift of incorruptibility on his own body from the 
beginning, but, in the same way as [he gives it] to us, stored incorruptibility up 
for later” 

+ “It would be worthy of greater reverence,’ I said, “to say that the exaltation 
of the Lord and his being seated at [God's] right hand 
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happened after some time,but not from the first moment of union; for to me,at 
least, it would be wrong to magnify his praise any other way.” 

+ “Well” he said, “if this is how it happened, there is no further benefit for 
+ “Why is that?” I asked. 

+ “Because.” he said, “we too are [then] not graced in this way, nor is the 
Kingdom of heaven given to us directly with the first moment of birth, either 
our natural birth or the birth of baptism.” 

+ "Let me? I said, “have my share in the mystery of incorruptibility in this 
way. For what need would there be for him to continue to share our life, if we 
possessed, through him, the perfection of the whole mystery at the moment of 
our creation? For if this is not so [i.e. that he continued to share our life], then 
we find that the whole dispensation of grace did not take place for our sakes, 
but only the beginning of the mystery.’ 

**Why do you say that?” he asked. “I do not understand what you have said” 

+ “Because according to your arguments,’ I said, “he will have been made 
flesh for our sakes, and for the incorruptibility resulting for us from that, but I 
dont know what purpose will have been served by his having shared our 
sufferings and having risen. If his aim was to raise up him who had fallen and 
redeem him from death, and to call him to life and renewal and adorn him with 
an incorruptible body, these things would not have happened for us any other 
way, if the Lord had not exhibited each of these in his own flesh. But this way, 
according to you, everything has been accomplished by the Lord from the first 
moment of union, when he changed his body into incorruptibility; therefore 
from the very first beginning of the mystery we have the whole of the mystery, 
and the rest of the divine plan after that is superfluous. Just as if complete health 
were to be afforded the sick through the first dose of medicine, all the efforts 
expended after this by the surgeons against the malady, which had been 
overcome at once, would be superfluous; in the same way, if from the union 
with the flesh he had implanted in us the gift of incorruptibility, all the rest of 

the course of the mystery would be superfluous. 

“But I think you are allowing this to happen, unaware that the principle by 
which the body is formed is one thing, and the manner of union another, and 
that the one occurred for him from the presence and indwelling of the Spirit, 
who formed the body as creator, while the other was due not to the activity of 
the Word, but 
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to the complete and essential union of the Word with him. For the power of the 
Spirit provided fertility to the Virgin, as one of our party said very elegantly, and 
the formation of his body was achieved by the Holy Spirit, through his creative 
activity, while the material of its substance was taken from the Mother of God. 
But the Word dwelt in the temple made for him by the Spirit from the beginning 
of its formation, not waiting—as someone once rightly put it—for the 
completion of the temple; but being joined to it in the workshop of nature at the 
first beginning of the ineffable work of God, he built the whole edifice up 
around himself. He did not enter from outside into a body already made, but 
formed it around himself, and so bore our image. 


“One cannot, then, recognize the peculiar character of his body from its 
union with the Word, but from the power of the Spirit, which shaped and 
formed it, apart from the organs that engender nature; but his sinlessness and 
all his holiness, his complete union and identification with the whole 
[personality] of the one who assumed him, and his being and being called one 
Son, and exhibiting the glorious signs of a Sons peculiar character: these things 
his organic union with the Word accomplished—things which are unalterably 
blessed, because the union is inseparable. So that we recognize the subsistence 
and character of his body from the action of the Spirit, but we know the union 
not from the simple activity of the Word, so much as from the substantial 
identification [of the body] with the Word himself” 


All this is what we said to the one who recently met us, in the attempt to solve, 
as far as we could, difficulties which seemed to him insuperable. We ask those 
who read through this little treatise of ours to turn to the sacred works of the 
Fathers, from which we too took our start in writing these things, and excerpts 
from which we now append, in support of what we have said. And may the Lord 
grant to both parties, who search and question in their love of truth and in 
compliance with his will, to find the truth as it is shown them, [the truth] which 
is “Christ, the God over all? to whom be glory and power for all ages. Amen. 
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кадарой ка! máons тӯѕ катӣ. kakíav Kndidos danAAaypevou ráccew 
е!с0десат- kai madi Ябгахрбрков kai дтараттрутозв катд. тойв ypóvous 
то абтд €xdAovv ка! фдартду kai ágÜaprov, kai dre ёх aùrò qÜapróv 
avópaov, mpos rov xpóvov ёлтеВАєто> ris катд, oápka oikovouias, Ore де 
deÜa.prov, mpos Tov ёк тв dvaaráaecs kai els тду 6) &mewpov aidva. Ei 
де ris [C] emor kai кота тду дрраВФта. ris ápÜapoías Sy ëyew ту тод 
Aóyov ágÜapoíav, 


18-19 Май. 10.20 


VO 1 ante IIPOOIMION add. KATA A®@APTOAOKHTON V 2 Хрютой: 
Өєод О 6 oikeíav: (ат O 12 évres V“ 14 dÀAñÀous:QÀÀousV “obre: 
о0У — yàpom.O 15 dA oi: ААЛ О dico o: ие Лоу О 16 ёктєтокба О 
18 mioreoy У" 23 тойв адтобв om. V 24 eipnkóras ante тд cpa transp. O 

24-25 rQ афӣартф V 26 кїАїдо$ V* 
30 то: +ó O 


ante Ojo add. rods О тє om. V 
27 eicÜncav О — dóiagÜópws О 
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Preface to the Excerpts 


Since, by the grace of Christ, we have solved the most plausible of the 
propositions, as well as we could, and we have promised, too, to add a level of 
conviction to what we have said by the witness of the ancients, receive now 
from that source this harmonious and skillful swarm of witnesses, humming 
the tune of truth. And if anyone dares to trample on his own conscience ха 
reject the witnesses we put forward, offering others by the same authors whic Я 
he thinks, conflict with them, we have this (о say to him, first of all: by bringing 
the Fathers onto a collision course and trying to make them contradict each 
other, he has openly declared war on them; he does not overturn our arguments, 
any more than he strengthens his own. Next we want to say this: that the true 
Fathers of the Church, those who have received the word of graced teaching in 
the same Spirit, neither differ from each other nor indeed from themselves. e 
it is no great thing to say that they do not differ on other issues, and least of в 
in this problem which is now under discussion,even if it seems so to those who 
have swallowed the unmixed draft of ignorance whole, and who dare to transfer 
the giddiness of their own drunkenness to the solid and sober structure of 
traditional truth. For we must believe that “it is not they who spoke, but the 
Spirit of their Father speaking in them” (Matt. 10.20); those who are not of this 
sort are worthy to be called false teachers, because they fight and quarrel among 
themselves, and can be accused of not having the spirit of peace, but the 
ite spirit, who loves discord. f 
PP ow shall we find the same authors, someone may ask, saying that his body 
is both corruptible and incorruptible? I would say that this is only possible < 
one of two ways: they tend to equate “incorruptible, according to the usage o 
Scripture, with “sinless” and “pure” and “free from every stain of evil”; H 
secondly, they tended to call the same being both corruptible and incorruptible, 
without making distinctions or being careful about temporal sequence, but 
when they called him corruptible they were looking towards the time of his 
incarnation in the flesh, and when they called him incorruptible, to the time 
beginning from the resurrection and continuing endlessly thereafter. If pues 
should say that, by the foretaste of incorruptibility, the [body of Christ] already 


possessed the incorruptibility 
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дг Ñv, кайтер púouv ёхоу фдартт)и, рдарйуал ойк émerpám, оў дьохрероцал. 


‘Qs де eio: rara. dành ai broreraypevas абтфу дєїбоись иартирйол, ойк 
ддгордротсов ойдестукехуиетсов аЛа Kaipara capas те ко! тетратацшетсос 
диикриобаа: Ти тойв xpóvous каб ots пабутду те ка! фбартдь 
уєуєуђадои elrrov тд oda той Kupiov, kai ws perà тр dvactacw тд Tis 
apbapoias катотепЛоттпкаики ev адтф yppa kal дуоџа. 


[1] AIONYZIOY АРЕОПАГІТОҮ ХУГХРОМОУ ТОМ 
ATIOZTOAQN. ЕК TOY ПЕРІ OEIQN ОКОМАТОМ 


Q0opà дє pócews додеувпа, kal Аецив тди puork dv €£ecoy Kal evepyerav 
Kal Ouvaprewy. 


[2] TOYZTINOY АПО ФІЛОХОФОМ KAI 
MAPTYPOZ-EK TOY KAO"EAAHNQN AOTOY 


IIAácas ó Өєд< кат üpyàs Tov dvOpwrov, THs yvøuns айтоб та rûs 
фбовов amrnodpnaer, ёутоАў pĝ rowoápevos тту дифтегрот: роб аута 
иёу yàp тайтпу THs ддауйтои Àñ€ecus memoíqkev ёсєсдо, паровдута, де 
Tis évavrías. Ото yeyovas ó дудраупов kai трд тт)” пардВасии «0005 
(дфу,тууфдоратфиакфв ввоедебато:фбав:дет?в фдордв просувтошенте, 
dvayKatov Ту Tov сдса: BouÀóuevov аёт)» тту фдорото:ду одсіау 
афолісал. Тобто де ойк Ñv érépeos усъбадал, el ит) пер ý катӣ púcu бат) 
просєтАйкт TH тту qÜopàv Oefauévq, apavilovoa pev туи фборду, 
дддуатоу 8 тод Aovroó тд де иетот д:аттродса: Sia. тобто Tov Aóyov 
edénoev év oar усубавол, iva Tod Üavárov «ab THs катд. pow ñus 
фдорйв ёАєъбєрсо сту. 


[1] Ps.-Dionysius Areopagita, De Divinis Nominibus IV, 25 (ed. B. R. Suchla: Corpus 
Dionysiacum 1 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 1990), 173, Il. 6-7; PG 3, 728 B8-10) 

[2] Justinus (?), Frag. 5, hic primo ex integro inventum (ed. J. C. Th. Otto, Corp. Apol. Ш, 256; 
PG 6, 1596 C1-1597 A9). Cf. etiam: Il. 13-16 (zÀdoas ... évavrías): Joan. Dam. (?), Sacra 
Parallela 1, 9 (PG 95, 1112 C1—5; cf. etiam K. Holl, Fragmente vornicánische Kirchenváter aus den 
Sacra Parallela: TU XV, 2 (1899), 51-2, no. 118); ll. 16-21 (ойто... Garpoóco): Joan. Caes., Adv. 
Aphthart. Il, Test. 1 (71,11. 89-96) 


VO  gow ёхоу фвартти: ёхоу фдарттр pic О 2 Geí£ovou: бдаёоус О 

[1] 7 APEOHATHTOY VO 7-8 ZYTXPONOY TON'AIIOZTOAQN om.O 

[2] 11 “AITO ФЛОХОФОМ: ФЛОХОФОТ O 14 атєортсєу О, Joan. Dam. codd. OA; 
dzrecopwoev Joan. Dam. (Holl) ёутоћђу рѓа Joan. Пат. 0 дифлецрот: 810. тєірас Joan. Dam 
(Holl); dia. zretpav Joan. Dam. (Lequien) 15 оеоде Joan. Dam. codd. AOcorr 16 óom. 
у 17 іда: Аш conj. Otto 18 7óv ... BovAóuevov: TH ... Bovàouévw Joan. Caes. 


18-19 тд» сдсал... ápavíaou: дт: сдсал BovdAdpevos j (ñv conj. Otto) тт фворотговду odoíay 
19 пер om. Joan. Caes. 


dgavioa: О 21 то: TÓv Joan. Caes. 22 «ab addidi 
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of the Word, by which—though he has a corruptible nature—he had not been 
delivered to corruption, I would not disagree. That this is true, the testimonies 
of the Fathers below will show: not inarticulately or confusedly, but very clearly 
and accurately distinguishing for us the times at which they said the body of the 
Lord was passible and corruptible, and [showing] that after the resurrection we 
have all been enriched with the reality and the name of incorruptibility in him. 


1. BY DIONYSIUS THE AREOPAGITE, 
A CONTEMPORARY OF THE APOSTLES, 
FROM HIS WORK ON THE DIVINE NAMES 


Corruption is weakness of nature, and a failure of natural states and activities 
and powers. 


2. BY JUSTIN, A PHILOSOPHER AND MARTYR, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST THE GREEKS 


When God formed the human person in the beginning, he let all that belonged 
to his nature depend on his choice, and put him to the test by a single command; 
by keeping this, God brought it about that he would share in the lot of 
immortality, but by transgressing it he would have the opposite fate. So when 
man came into being, and immediately turned his sights toward transgression, 
he naturally became subject to corruption; and when corruption was added to 
his nature, it was necessary for the One who willed to save him to make the 
corrupting substance disappear. This could not come about in any other way 
but that what is life by nature should be woven into the one who had received 
corruption, causing corruption to vanish and preserving that which had 
received it immortal, from then on. For this reason, it was necessary for the 
Word to come to be in a body, that he might free it from death and from our 
natural corruption. 
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Ei yàp, às pare, тебиат: uóvov тду братоу ñuQv dmekdvoev, où 

/ \ ` \ ГА е / 5 А ` AI А РА 
прооте: pev dia ту BovAnow ó дауатоѕ, ovdev де Frrov фбарто vráAw 
Треу, фосику èv éavrots тту борду mepupépovres. 


[B] AOANAXIOY ЕПІХКОПОҮ. ЕК TOY 
KATA AIIOAINAPIOY В'ЛОГОҮ 


Ev де rfj каб ñus yevouévy év айтф иорф? тду ñuérepov ёкєї &éypage 
Ü&varov, iva êv айт kal тту бтер иди дридсттал дувотаси ёё (доп uev 
Шоҳ, ёк тайфо де opa. émderxvipevos, бто àv èv бауйтф катаАйот 
Tov ддуатоу &v émuóe(Ëe, Јоу, èv де тф тффа) катаруйот тђу фбордъ èv 
taph awparos: ёё йдоъ Kal ёк тдфои THY áBavacíav ка! тт» дфбарсїаъ 
втбекубиетов, ви poppi тӯ kab uás Thv ўшєтрау бдейса ó8óv. 


[4] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY IIEPIL'ENANOPOIIHXZEQEX ЛОГОҮ 


ITáoxov uév yap тб сфиа 800. THY тфу сорта púow ánéÜvgoxev. elye 
де rhs àpÜapoías тђу тати ёк тод сирошуааттов aùr Aóyou. Od yap 
åmolvýorovros той офиатов Фиекробто Kal ó Adyos, ФА Fv uev адтдс 
дфдартов ка! drrabns kai d0dvaros, ofa дз} Geo Adyos bad pywv, соиду 
де тф сорот: Mov exdbavev dm abro тур катӣ pdow TOV соитат 
qÜopàv- ў) то: ка! тд пуебиа. прдв adrov, “où Soes Tov ба1ду aov деи 
д:афдорбу” 


[4] 18-19 Ps. 15.10 (LXX) 


[3] Athanasius (2), Contra Apollinarem II, 17 (РС 26, 1161 В8-С1). СЕ etiam: Niceph., 
Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 3 (480,1. 22); Il. 8-11 (rws ... 686v): Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. I, Test. 2 
(71,11. 97-72, 1. 101) 

[4] Athanasius, De Incarnatione 24, recensio brevior (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 353, in 
apparatu). СЁ еЧат, Thdt., Eran. III, Test. 35 (238,11. 17-23); Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 3 (480, 
1. 19); Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. П, Test. 62 (47, ll. 1-6; L); Sermo maior de fide Test. 86 (33,11. 7-15; 1); 
1.13-14 (пдохог... Aóyov): ibid., Test. 10 (7, ll. 1-3) 


VO [3] 4 'EHIXKOIIOY om. O 6 post усгошет add. ý V 8 ante оуу 
add. rv О ante oQuo add. тд О äv om. Athan. äv £v om. Joan. Caes. 9 еи 
om.O  втде а V* катаруђоє:О 10 ante c&paros add. той O, Niceph. 

[4] 12 AOTOY om. V 13 0:0: kara Athan., Sermo, Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431 дпебутдокет: 
érracyxev Sermo Test. 10 14 оти: pdow Sermo Test. 10 15 ка! ó Adyos om. Vat. 
Gr. 1431; ка! om. O, Thdt. cod. J 16 дтайув ка! dpbapros Athan., Sermo, Thdt., Vat. Gr. 


1431 17 p GÀÀov ante тф офиат transp. Thdt. Vat. Gr. 1431 8iexcóAvev Athan., Sermo, 
Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431 
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For if, as you say, he had warded death off from us simply by a command, death 
would no longer approach because of [God's] will, but we would none the less 
still be corruptible, bearing about corruption within ourselves. 


3. BY ATHANASIUS THE BISHOP, 
FROM HIS SECOND BOOK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


In the form like ours which he made his own, he there cancelled out our death, 
so that he might also prepare in it the resurrection which lies above us. He 
brought his soul to light from Hades, his body from the tomb, so that in death 
he might destroy death by revealing his soul, and in the tomb he might conquer 
the corruption of bodily burial. Revealing immortality and incorruptibility 
from Hades and from the tomb, he walked our way in a form like ours. 


4. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
WORK ON THE INCARNATION 


The body [of Christ], after suffering, died because of the nature of bodies. But it 
had the assurance of incorruptibility, from the Word which dwelt within it. For 
the Word did not experience mortality when the body died, but it was 
incorruptible in itself and free from suffering and death, since it existed, after 
all, as the Word of God; but being joined to the body, it warded off from it, 
rather, the corruption which is natural to bodies. So the Spirit says to him, “You 
will not allow your holy one to see corruption” (Ps 15.10). 
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[5] TOY АУТОУ. ЕК TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


"Ov iva SerxOF уєкрду тд ada, kai piav Ómépewe uéoqv ó Adyos, ка} 
Tpiratov тобто mrücw ederev dphaprov. “Evera pev оду той дегудблуал тду 
Qavarov v тф сфиать тритаїоу dvéarnae тобто: tva де ил), Ст! поЛф 
дгарє?ах kai qÜapév réAeov, ватерот дуасттоаз бтіотт6ў, ws ойк ат 
GAN érepov oðpa ферот--Фие Ае yap ду is кої Sud тду ypóvov тістеу 
TQ pawwouévw, ка! ет Латддувадал rv yevouevwv—S.d. тобто од пАес) 
TOV TPLOV huepav T)véaxero. 


[6] TOY AYTOY-'EK THY IIPOX'EIIIKTHTON 


5 \ \ s ^ z x ` £ ` \ > ^ СА » 4 ` 
Адто де тд oda, pbow Ехо Вуртти, бтер тт ваитоб фош дуботт, did 
5 ^ £ / ^ ^ 
Tov év о®тф Абуот,ка! mémavTapev THs колд púow qUopás, évdvaduevov 
s $. 
де rov пер аудротоу oùpáviov Aóyov, yéyovev ágÜaprov. 


[7] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY KATA'EIAQAQN AOTOY 


ЕА ` \ \ + ` е » е ` > > у 
Ест: pev yàp ката púow дуртдв ó йудротоѕ, åre д1) ёё ойк буто» 
yeyovos- ud де тт) pos тду бута Оиобтута, Hv єіёріЛаттє Sid. тў прдѕ 
Tov деду катауотђоє, Tu BÀuvev av тт катӣ púow дорду ка! Zuevvev 
г р T 
apbapros. 


[5] Athanasius, ibid. 26 (ed. С. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 360, ll. 19-27; PG 25, 141 А13-В8). СЕ 
etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 3 (480, ll. 25-6); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I, 3 (157, ll. 20-8; tr. 122, 
Il. 5-15; 1); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et Incorr. У, 22 (f. 347; 1); “Sermo maior de fide? Test. 87 
(34,1. 1; c£. H. Nordberg, Athanasiana I (Helsinki, 1962), 64, ll. 7-13; 1) 

[6] Athanasius, Epistola ad Epictetum 10 (PG 26, 1068 А5-9). СЕ etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 
66, Test. 3 (480, 1. 28); Thdt., Eran. III, Test. 26 (285, ll. 24-7; 1); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et 
Incorr. V, 26 (f. 355; 1); IL. 9-10 (aùrò ... Aóyov): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor. II, Test. 9 (34, ll. 1-2) 

[7] Athanasius, De Incarnatione 4 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 278, ll. 30-4; PG 25, 104 
C3-8). СЕ etiam, Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (30, ll. 12-16; tr. 22, Il. 29-33; 1); ibid. (291, 1. 4-8; tr. 224, 
П. 19-23; +); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et Incorr. Ш,2 (f. 27v; 1) 


VO [5] 2 ózéueue ante ка! ша transp. Ps.-Leont. Byz. 


3 тойто ante rpvratov 
transp. Sermo; om. Athan. cod. D 5 diapeivy Sermo 


дтотув?: Órazruorm0 


Niceph. 8 таг от. V 
[6] 9 THX: TON V 10 éavroó: абтод Т, Vat Gr. 1431 11 фборб<: 
д:адорӣѕ V 12 ётер avOpwrov oDpáviov: vrepovpáviov Niceph. oDpáviov om. Ath, 


"]hdt. , Ps.-Leont. Byz. 

[7] 14 yàp катд фбаш om.Ps.-Leont.Byz. — буттд ó дудраутов: ávÜpovmros дуттдв Athan. 
15 post тўу 
16 тду @eóv: aróv Athan. 


recensio longior (txt. recensio brevior); ó ăvðpwros Өутүтд< Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
add. ст Sev. Ant. 14 
rec. long. (txt. rec. brev.) 


e / е , 
Ороготтта: Ooiwary Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
Сисусу V, Athan. rec. brev. 
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5. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


So, in order to show his body was dead, the Word remained a day [in the tomb] 
in between, and on the third day showed his body incorruptible to all. In order 
then, that death might be revealed in his body, he raised it on the third day; but 
lest he should cause unbelief if he raised it later than this, remaining [in the 


- tomb] longer and becoming completely corrupted, [and acting] as if he then 


had not this body but another one— for someone might well mistrust what they 
saw because of the lapse of time, and miss what had happened—for this reason 
he did not remain longer than the three days. 


6. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM 
HIS LETTER TO EPICTETUS 


But the body itself, which had a mortal nature, rose in a way above its own 
nature because the Word was in it, and was released from its natural process of 
decay; rather, having put on the heavenly Word, which is above humanity, it 


became incorruptible. 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
TREATISE AGAINST IDOLS 


The human person is by nature mortal, because he has come to be from what is 
not; but because of its likeness to the one who is, if it preserved this through 
knowledge of God, it would blunt the effect of natural corruption and remain 


incorruptible. 
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[8] TOY АУТО. ЕК TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


Е! де параВайусог kai arpagévres yévowro paGÀou уидоковен Eavtods 
^ £ 

THY катд фбаш Фу тф Üavárq фдорди bmopévew, kal илкет pévew ву 

va paóeíacq вас. 


[9] TOY ATIOY BAXTAEIOY.’EK TOY 
ПЕРГЕҮХАРІХТІАХ ЛОГОҮ 


‘Qs одукатедєёатотђу тєіуауб Kópws,rfjs отєрєбѕтрофӯѕ OuamvevoOe(ons 
атф, kat да просукато,т?в бурбтутов åvaňwðelons тв ev vd срать, 
ка! éxomíaae, тфу роду kal тфу veÚpev ёк THs бёоиторіаѕ reprabévrwv, 
où Tis дєбтттоѕ TH кашат Sapaloperys, @ААд. тод cuartos тд. ёк Tis 
pioews éraxodovbotvra cuprrapara Sexouevou, обто ка! тд дакриоу 
просткато, тд фидикдъ TÅ capit сбшттоџа Епгубиеадал ovyywpar. 


[10] TOY AYTOY-'EK THX ПРОХ 
ZOZOIIOAITAZX'EIIIZTOAHEX 


Zapkós uév (vov тд TéuuveoÜa, kai шегобовал kai дгаЛйеодоал, kal тё» 
саркдѕ épulióxov тд котододол ка! ддоупадал kal relvy ка! ди 


[8] Athanasius, ibid. 3 (ed. C. Kannengiesser, SC 199, 274, ll. 35-8; PG 25, 103 C7-10) 

[9] Basilius, Homilia de Gratiarum Actione 5 (PG 31,228 C14-229 A1). СЕ etiam: Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Flor. II, 27 (37, IL 1-6); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I, 3 (134, 11. 3-8; tr. 103, IL 23-30); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de 
Corr. et Incorr. V, 47 (f. 37%); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 31 (121,1. 26-122, 1. 4; tr. 88, 1l. 14-20; 7); Syn. 
Lat. (130.11. 13-19; apud excerptum c. Theodoro Faranitano); Flor Vat. 1455, Test. 15; Gelasius, De 
Duab. Nat., Test. 51 (555; 4); Il. 7-11 (cis обр... 8exopiévov): Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. Ш, 5 (76, 
1. 234-77, 1. 240); Thdt., Eran. П, Test. 38 (166, Il. 6-11; 1). СЕ etiam periphrasim in Syn Sel. Ctes. 
(326-327) 

[10] Basilius, Ep. 261, ad Sozopolitanos, 3 (ed. Y. Courtonne III, 117-18; PG 32, 972 A8-B11). 
СЕ etiam. Sev. Ant., Antijul. II A (137,1. 18-138, L 2; tr. 115, II. 5-21; 1); ibid. II B (278,11. 2-15; tr. 
244, Il. 13-29; 1); Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. de Corr. et Incorr. V, 46 


VO [8] 1 TOY 'AYTOY om. O 2 mapafatev Athan. (txt. cod. D) 3 ката 
ффош & тф Üavárq: ёр Üavárq катӣ. óo Athan. (txt. cod. D) uévew: цер Athan, 
4 птарадєісо whs: тарадєісоо wh V; rapaBelaq Civ Athan. 

[9] 6 ЛОГОҮ om. O 7 ws: фатер Joan. Caes. post Крос add. тиф Sev. Ant. 
Antijul. 8 адтф om. Joan. Caes. ante дафот add. тт Basil. Thdt., Joan. Caes. ко; 
діра» ... dvadwbeions ris om. Gelasius post cdi add. адтод О, Syn. Lat. 
дуадодейотв post odori transp. O, Syn. Lat. 9 ёк om. Vat. Gr. 1431 ёк ris 
O8ovropías: да таЛаиторіақ Joan. Caes. jrepraÜévro om. Joan. Caes. 
10 дошабошёутѕ: meouévgs Thdt. 
11 пакоЛопдобута: торакоАоибоўута, Joan. Caes. 
transp. Basil., Thdt., Vat. Gr. 1431, Ps.-Leont. Byz. 

[10] 15 post wevadd. ov Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
om. V 16 eu Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 


Tfj? om. Basil, Joan. Caes, Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
12 сбиптоцо. post émvyivecbar 
ётиуєуќсдол V 

Kal! ...Kai76...76 Ps,-Leont.Byz. кай 


б> Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
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8. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE SAME WORK 


But if they should transgress [the command], and turn away and become 
degraded, they would know that they must undergo natural corruption in 
death, and no longer remain in the Paradise of life. 


9. BY ST BASIL, FROM HIS ORATION ON GIVING THANKS 


That the Lord accepted hunger, when his solid nourishment was digested, and 
let thirst affect him when the moisture in his body was consumed, and grew 
tired when his muscles and nerves were overstrained by travel, not because his 
Godhead was overmastered by his toil but because his body accepted the 
characteristic signs that followed on its nature, so he accepted the need to weep, 
permitting this natural manifestation to affect his flesh. 


10. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS LETTER TO THE CITIZENS OF SOZOPOLIS 


It is a characteristic of flesh to be divided and lessened and destroyed, and again 
of ensouled flesh to labor and suffer pain and be worn down by hunger and 


thirst 
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kai Umv« кратєіода фухйв де compari Kexpnucvys Атал kai адтцот(а 
ка! ppovrides kai óca тогайта. 

Тойто rà uv фосик kal ávaykaia тф Cow, та 8 ёк проацреаесс 
похбтрдз, б.д. rò [Svolavdywyov тоб Blov ка! mpós åperùv Фубитаотор, 
впеоаубивва. “Olev gaiverar ó Kúpuos тё pév фосіка тёз) 
порадебдиетов eis BeBaiwow +s Адис ка! o) xarà qavracíay 
ёуаудроттјсєо, rà де dro каков тӣбт, oa тд кадарду +ç {соў пифу 
émipvmaívew older, ws dyd £u бута ris dxpavrov дебтутов ётосбшєуоѕ. 
Ava тобто врутал “ëv биокдцат: саркдѕ duaprias” усусутовал: où удр 
“ev óporópaTı саркдв, ws тойтов okei, GAN “Èv биоифиати саркд< 
duaprias, dore oápka uév ту тиетерат avédaBev perà тфу фосикфу 
ат? падфу, áuapríav де ойк érroinaev. 


[11] ГРНГОРОУ ЕШУКОПОТ NAZIANZOY: 
ЕК TOY'EIZ TO 'ENEOAION ЛОГОУ 


AmeoráA uév, à св avOpwrros: допЛо0в yàp fjv. ¿mel kal ékomríaaev 


[10] 9 Rom. 8.3 


[10] (cont.) (ff. 3777; 1); Flor. Vat. 1455, Test.16; ll. 5-8 (ó0ev ... дпоодретов): Sev. Ant., 
Antijul. ПА (57, 1. 12-16; tx. 48,11. 32-6); 11.5-9 (óBev ... ápaprías): ibid. П B (274, ll. 12-17; 
tr. 241, ll. 3-8); Il. 5-12 (óBev ... émoígoev): Doctr. Patr. 11, VI (68,1. 9); Niceph., Antirrh. П, 
Test. 26 (355,11. 3-4); Il. 5-12 (paívera, ... ётойуоє»): Flor. Marc. 573 (ff. 327) 

[11] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Oratio 38.15 (ed. C. Moreschini, SC 358, 138, 15, Il. 1-3; PG 36,328 
C11-14). Cf. etiam: Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 45 (168, Il. 2-4); Leo, Tomus I, Test. 5 (П, 1, 1, 22, 1, 5-7); 
Tomus II, Test. 13 (П, 4, 124, Il. 28-30); Joan. Caes Apol. Conc. Chalc., Frag. 105 (42, 1031-4); Sev. 
Ant., Ctr. Gram. III, 37 (233,11. 22-4; tr. 171, IL. 28-30); Ad Serg. II (115, ll. 22-4; tr.86, ll. 24-6); Leont. 
Byz., CNE, Test. 24 (supra, p.43); De Sect IX, Test.2; Flor. Vat. 1455, Test. 19; Doctr. Patr.7,X (52, 
12; 1);1.15 (атєотаА... р): 


VO [10 cont] 3 тойта: dv Basil, Ps.-Leont. Byz. post rotrwy add. yàp O 
4 [dvolavdywyov: dvodywyov О, dvdywyov (recte) Basil, Sev. Ant, Ps.-Leont. Byz. 
5 érevcayduevov О 6 тарадєёашєуоѕ: парадехбиетос Basil. codd. plurimi; 
катадебдиетов О els: трд Doctr. Patr., Niceph. 7 post доа add. závra Sev. Ant. 
Antijul. 57 et 274 8 émipvmaívew olde: émippuTraiver, табто Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. 
Marc. 573; karappurraivet, табта Doctr. Patr., Niceph. дута om. Basil., Doctr. Patr., Niceph., 
Ps.-Leont. Byz., Flor. Marc. 573 9 уєуєиђодол ante саркоѕ transp. Basil., Ps.-Leont. Byz.; 
ante ёу биоифрат: transp. Doctr. Patr., Niceph; om. Doctr. Patr. cod. B 9-11 o? yàp ... 
ápaprías om. Basil. codd. LCPcorr, Sev. Ant., Doctr. Patr., Ps.-Leont. Byz. 10 év om. V 
12 тоў»: табтиатоу V 

[11] 13 ante TPHT'OPIOY add. TOY AT'IOY O 13 "EIIIZKOIIOY NAZIANZOY: 
TOY GEOAOTOY O 15 детойв ... ётєї: дит yàp и т} púois adbrod (èv адтф: Leo, 
Tomus 1), áuéAew то: ёутєддєу Thdt. (sed txt. cod. P; SumAods yap Ñv, йиёАє rot ёртє?дєу cod. J) 
Leo, Joan. Caes . 
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and sleep; and grief and dismay and worries and all such things are characteristic 
of a soul that makes use of a body. f " | 
Some of these things are natural, necessary features in any living being; 
others are the result of a bad choice, and are results of the unmanageable 
character of our way of life, our lack of training in virtue. From this it seems that 
the Lord accepted natural passibilities as a way of confirming that he had truly, 
and not simply in appearance, become human; but the passibilities that result 
from evil, insofar as they customarily stain the purity of our life, he rejected as 
unworthy of the spotless Godhead. For this reason Scripture says he came to be 
*in the likeness of sinful flesh" (Rom. 8.3); it does not say, in the likeness of 
flesh” as these people think, but “in the likeness of sinful flesh, to show that he 
took on our flesh with the possibilities that befit it, but he did not commit sin. 


11. BY GREGORY, BISHOP OF NAZIANZUS; 
FROM HIS ORATION ON THE NATIVITY 


He was sent, but as a human being; for he was twofold. So, too, he labored 


Un 
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` 2 , \ эс” за М X 3 / 5 , 
kat епейтаву kai едц тави kai Hywviacev kai éákpvaev, dvOpwrivoy 
соцатов био. 


[12] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY 'EIX TA ФОТА ЛОГОҮ 


Ei ev обу èueivapev črep t]uev, ка! rjv дутойти épvM£apev, ¿yuvóneño, 
ду бпер ойк uev, TH EAW THs ws проаеЛдбутев pera тд Е Ло» тў 
yrooews: ка! ті yeyovóres; йтадауат:сӣёутєѕ Kal Oe vAqoiácavres. 


[13] ГРНГОРОУ ЕШУКОПОУ NYSHS. 
ЕК TOY KAT"EYNOMIOY ЛОГОҮГ' 


Обто Kai тв ауди” ws тв ёукєцшёрѕ тӯ capri werd тд málog 
mpos Eavrnv дуадрашойотв, Kal 1) тєрї адтђу сдрё ситептроби, тд Ths 
дейк?с 4Üavacías ітд ris фдорӣѕ cvvavwobeica èri rò dpbaprov. 


[14] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY КАТА ’EYNOMIOY AOT'OY 4^ 


M ^ ГА \ > 2 p ^ ` е x 
То yàp rrávrcov (iov, kai ёт ékeíums тв саркдѕ Фиодоутбт: бт prow 
5 ^ M ^ ^ \ \ ^ ^5 РА ^ ^ 
KaKeivo тд одра диекратеСто, тд де oda. тў évoucijoet той co Aóyov 
mr pos THY Өєїкт д ат wererrovij£n. 


[11 cont.] Joan. Caes., Apol. Conc. Chalc., Test. 58 (24, 550-1); Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. 1 (2,11. 29-30; 
tr. 2, Il. 21-2); Ad Neph. II (42, Il. 17-18; tr. 31, Il. 28-9); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 22 (1821 B13- 
14); Doctr. Patr. 4, IV (30, 1. 7); ll. 2-4 (пе! ... vópw): Sev. Ant., Antijul. 1 (133, 1. 16; tr. 103, 
П. 10-12); p. 396, 1. 15-p. 398, 1. 2 (кої [émreívnoev] ... обро): Anast. Sin., Hod. X, 2.5.51-3 (173) 

[12] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 44, In Novam Dominicam 4 (PG 36, 612 А14-В3) 

[13] Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra Eunomium III, 3, 67 (ed. W. Jaeger II, 132,1]. 3-7; PG 45, 708 
А7-11). СЕ etiam: Sev. Ant., Antijul. ПА (18,11. 24—7; tr. 14,11. 26-9; 1) 

[14] Gregorius Nyssenus, Oratio Catechetica Magna 37, 9 (ed. E. Mühlenberg, GNO III/4, 96, 
Il. 18-22; PG 45, 96 D4-8). Cf. etiam: Euth. Zig., Pan. XXV (1264 C10-14; 1); Theor., Disp. II 
(261 B6-10; 1). 


VO [ll cont. 1 xaiémeívgoev om. De Sect; émeívaoe Anast.Sin. ка! Hywviacev om. 
De Sect., Anast.Sin. аудротєіоУ 1-2 dvOpwrivov офиотов vou: vou púoecos 
О, Greg. Naz. cod. Colb. 2696, Leont. Byz. CNE, Anast. Sin.; vóuw сфиатов Greg. Naz. codd. cett., 
Thdt. codd. SD, Sev. Ant., Doctr. Patr. 

[12] 3 EIZ TA ФОТА AOTOY: EIS NEAN KYPIAKHN (recte) Vor (23) 
4 Сусубиеда Greg. Naz. 

[13] 7 ante ГРНГОРІОҮ add. TOY ATIOY O 
9 ante тў capKi add. èv V 
11 ovvwobeioa O 

[14] 12 КАТА EYNOMIOY ЛОГОҮ «y: AEKATOY AOTOY КАТА ’EYNOMIOY O;«b' 
om.V 15 дот: ddéav O 


8 Г ante AOI'OY transp. О 
9-10 прдв éavr1jv ante werd +ó áÜos transp. Greg. Nyss. 
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and felt hunger and thirst and struggled and wept, according to the law of a 
human body. 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
ORATION ON THE LIGHTS 


If, then, we had remained what we were, and had kept the command, we would 
have become what we were not, approaching the tree of life after the tree of 
knowledge. And what would we have become? We would have been made 
immortal, and have drawn close to God! 


13. BY GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST EUNOMIUS, BOOK 3 


So, after the Passion, the true life which lay embedded in the flesh returned to 
itself, and the flesh that surrounded it was raised along with it, having been 
lifted up from corruption to incorruptibility by the immortality that belongs to 


God. 


14. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS TREATISE AGAINST EUNOMIUS, BOOK 10 


What is proper to all is confessed in the case of that flesh, too; for that body also 
was maintained by bread, but the body was transformed into divine dignity by 
the indwelling of God the Word. 
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[15] TOY OXIOY AMBPOXIOY-'EK TOY 
KATA AIIOAINAPIOY AOTOY 


^ £ ^ 
Ei pndauds émuyuvóoxets тд побутди, dvecxevacas той Əeomórou тў 


3 \ \ , 5 4 А ` и x ^ / е ^ 
еба Вев, тту owrnplay 1] pvijac) тт) oùv: 00ev üppovas дебтойтоив ўуєѓобоц, 


[16] TOY AYTOY: IIPOX TPATIANON 


АЛА yap саркдѕ бодёує:о, kai &ААо тд THs Өєбтутб ¿oru atS.ov- Ka} 
capkós pev ó Üávaros, ris де Suvdpews тд üÜávarov. El 8 ye тобто 
пепо кеу 1) 0eórns, ore “un деби туи oápka 8iag0opày? Отокециеуту 
дудоубт: тӯ катӣ. рси фдорд, Tas адт?) reAevráv 1) 0eórms 7дбгато; 


[17] TOY OZIOY TRANNOY EIIIZKOIHIOY 
КОМУТАМТІМОҮПОЛЕОХ. ЕГУ ТО “AOZAZON 
МЕ ХҮ, ПАТЕР, ПАРА ХЕАҮТО” 


Тоду évra.600 сіу; Пер! rhs oikovouias ó Adyos, пе! ойто) ёєд6ёаото 
тв саркдѕ 7 ois, обте дфдаробаз ámoAaócaca обтє тод Üpóvov 
кооуђсаса rob Васко. 


[16] 8 cf. Ps. 15.10 (LXX) 


[15] Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Dominicae Sacramento 5, 44 (ed. О. Faller, CSEL 79, 246, 
Il. 104-6; PL 16, 864 09-865 А1). Cf. ейат: Ног. Len. 131, Test. 107 (f. 22”) 

[16] Ambrosius, De Fide ad Gratianum III, 3, 21 (ed. O. Faller, CSEL 78, 116, Il. 53-7; PL 16, 594 
А10-15). СЕ etiam: Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. TI, 6 (72, Il. 117-21); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 106 (Е 22°) 

[17] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 80 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 435, ll. 52-5). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 
131, Test. 100 (Е 22"); Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. IL, 11 (73, ll. 146-9; |); Sev. Ant., Antijul. 1 (43, 
11.6-10; tr. 32,11. 14-17; 1); ibid. (295,11. 5-8; tr. 227,11. 24-27; 1); 1. 13-15 (émet... BaowArxod): ibid. 
(50,1. 18-20; tr. 38,11. 6-8); ibid. (70,11. 1-2; tr. 53,11.16-18) 


VO [15] 1 'OXIOY: ATIOY О 
ко! тд длтабе< Flor. Len. 131 
67} Vac 

[16] 5 ante ПРОХ add. EK THX V 6 rò om. О ёст om. Joan. Caes. 
7 биудресов: дебтутос Flor. еп. 131 — ye om. Joan. Caes. 8-9 Опокециет... phop 
om. Flor. Len. 131 9 тпош. О, Joan. Caes. 
12 ZY om. V 


2 AOTOY om. V 3 post rò табттду add. 
4 ante соттрѓах add. су V — rjv стр om. У бєй 


[17] 10 'OZIOY: ATIOY О 
131 8e8ó£aoa. Flor. Len. 131 


13 ante епе: add. ка: Flor. Len. 
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15. BY ST AMBROSE, FROM HIS TREATISE 
AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


If you do not recognize his ability to suffer at all, thus destroying pious 
understanding of the Lord, you are denying your own salvation. So we must 
consider these people to be unreasonable. 


16. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, TO GRATIAN 


Weakness of the flesh is one thing, the eternity of the Godhead another. Death 
belongs to the flesh, immortality to [divine] power. If the Godhead had brought 
it about that flesh “should not see corruption, although it obviously was subject 
to the corruption that is natural, how could the Godhead itself not have been 
able to achieve this [sc. in the case of Jesus]? 


17. BY ST JOHN, BISHOP OF CONSTANTINOPLE; 
ON THE TEXT, *GLORIFY ME, FATHER, IN YOUR PRESENCE" 


What, then, is he saying here? The passage concerns the Incarnation, since the 
nature of the flesh is not yet glorified, has not tasted incorruption, nor shared in 
the royal throne. 
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[18] TOY AYTOY. ЕК TOY ’EIZ TON 
EYATTEAIZTHN IOANNHN 


"Фаперобу ет: rv kvuárcov перстатобута, ÜecpoÜvres трд той стаирод, 
où Aéyop.ev GAANs púoecos тд сдра ёкєѓуо GANG тў ўшєтёраѕ, обто nerd, 
THY дудотасии айтду Spavres rods rÜmovs rdv ўАоу ExovTa, ойк ёробшєу 
адто qÜapróv elvat Aovrróv- 8:0. yap Tov адут) тата, éme8e(cvuro. 


[19] TOY AYTOY-'EIZ TON AYTON EYAITEAIZTHN 


`Остєр yàp тд mewy ойк еукАуца, o08€ тд kaDeó8eiw, OUTWS оўдё тд TH 
nS 
A ^ r4 e А X ^ ` 5 É 
mapovons ботс êpieoĝar ó бе x pioros одра „кадарду. avap.apTnrov 
^ ^ ^ , ^ ^ 
е (ет, ойу! де puaucdv дуаукбу йттАЛаушёрор, вте: 009 ду odua ñv. 


[20] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY (ЕТ ТОМ, 
AYTON ЕУАГГЕЛГУТНИ ЛОГОУ 


Е) / › lol \ e ` а z ` x е £ СА 
Egavy у оду тту Еаперат kai дтептт, etra. perà дкто Тибрав тау 
drag kai талу тетт, eÎra pera табто èri ris дайфоств, ка! таль» 


[18] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 87 in Joannem, 1 (РС 59, 474,11. 27-32). СЕ etiam: Flor. 
Len. 131, Test. 101 B, cum 101 A (hic Test. 20), coniunctum (f. 22"); Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (193, 
1.25-194,1. 6; tr. 149,11. 27-32; 1) 

[19] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 67 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 371, ll. 56-60). СЕ etiam: Sev. 
Ant., Antijul. II B (203, Il. 11—15; tr. 174, 1. 34-175, 1. 4); ibid. I (54, ll. 15-19; tr. 41, Il. 4-7; 1); ibid. 
(92,1. 22-93, 1. 1; tr. 71,11. 22-6; 1); ibid. (228,1. 22-229, 1. 1; tr. 177, Il. 13-17; 1); ibid. (293,11. 9-13; 
tr.226,11.9-13; 1); Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. III, 3,29 (85,11.219-23; 1); Syn Lat. (288,1.27-9); Conc. 
Const. Ш, Actio X (407 D12-E3; 1); — 11.8-9 (фопер... ёрієсдол): Doctr. Patr. 18, X (120, 1. 6; 
7); 118-9 (6 де Хриотдв... Ту): Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (135, ll. 4-6; tr. 104, Il, 19-21); ibid. ПА (66, 
1l. 10-12; tr. 56,11. 30-1) 

[20] Joannes Chrysostomus, Homilia 87 in Joannem, 2 (PG 59, 475, ll. 5-10). Cf. etiam: Joan. 
Caes., Adv, Aphthart. Il, 10 (73, 141-5); Flor. 


VO [18] 1-2 ІХ ... TOANNHN: 'EIZ TO KATA IQANNHN EYAITEAION О 
а алла: GAAn V; GAN ef Flor. Len. 131 5 rodsom.Flor.Len.131 ^ тфр? Асо om. О, Joan. 
Chrys., Flor. Len. 131 (txt. Sev. Ant.) — éyovras Flor Len. 131 6 aùròv Joan. Chrys., Sev. 
Ant тоу рабттду V"; robs иабутас Sev. Ant. ёт:дєікуотол V; фпедейкууто Flor. Len. 
131 

[19] 7 EIZ ..,"EYATTEAIZTHN: ЕК TOY AYTOY EYAITEAIOY O 8 тєшєй 
VO; mıveîv (bibere) Fac. Herm. 9 драшартттог: áuaprquárov Joan. Chrys. Sev. Ant., 
Fac. Herm., Sn. Lat., Conc. Const. Ш 10 8éom.Joan.Chrys. оду! 86:00 Syn.Lat., Conc. 
Const. Ш 009: ок Syn. Lat. 009 ду jv aua V; o08€ oôpa dv Fv Conc. Const. Ш 

[20] 11-12 'EK ..  AOTOY: ЕК TOY "AYTOY  "ЕХАГГЕЛГУТОУ 
(EYAITEAIOY O) AOTOY VO 13 y'om.joan.Caes.  rfjéomépa Joan. Chrys., Joan. 
Caes — dméorg V 13-14 mdAw тоё om. Joan. Caes. 14 àméorgy VO р. 402, 
1.14-р.404,11 xai máàw ... póßov om. Joan. Caes, —máAwom.Sev. Ant. 
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18. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM HIS HOMILIES ON THE EVANGELIST JOHN 


ust as when we gaze at him walking on the waves before the cross, we do not 

say that that body has another nature, but ours, so after the resurrection, when 
we see him bearing the marks of the nails, we do not say his body is still 
corruptible. For this was revealed because of the disciple. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, ON THE SAME EVANGELIST 


For just as being hungry is not reproach, nor falling asleep, neither is an eager 
desire for this present life. Christ had a pure, sinless body, but it was not yet 
released from natural necessities, since then it would not have been a body. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
WORK ON THE SAME EVANGELIST 


He appeared, then, in the evening and then vanished; then, after eight days, he 
appeared once again and again vanished; then after this, he appeared by the sea, 


and again 











404 ПРОХ TOYS АФӨАРТОДОКНТОҮХ Contra Aphthartodocetas 405 


. « » 2 E hi а + 
ре А теап? From this it is 
шета пойдой тод рбВоо- тї де ват: T0 “epavepwoev”; Ek Toúrou д7дог бт. accompanied by great wonder. What does “Пе appeared” те 
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NE ^ з. 3 / AE w 5 \ А ў 
обх EWPATO, et ил) суукатеВт, did тд Хостду ApOaprov «иа: 70 сфиа. Kal 


дктратог. 


[21] TOY OZIOY'EOPAIM-'EK TOY ПЕРІ АГАПНХ AOTOY 


Apbapaig ёстіу ý àváoracis, GAAG Tas одАдѕ одк Hpdvicer, tva. убита 
pdprupes Өєоў, бт: évíjpynoev. où тд фдартду évufipícas тӯ Tv oUAQv 
пароцотй, rovavriov де 8o£ácas rfj apbapoia, ór, бтд той фдартоё 
cóparos THY дорӣ ефууддеиает. 


[22] RYPIAAOY EIHZKOIIOY AAEEANAPEIAZ-'EK THX 
'EPMHNEIAZ THX ЕТ TON IIPOOHTHN' HXAÍAN 


Enei) дё, marjoas tov Gdnv, dveBíc rpvíuepos, era тедботал rip 
дудрдтои púouv év éavrQ uerapoppoctcav eis ápÜapoíar ка! тту той 
@eod xai Патрдс eddoxiav, maons 191 karevpvvouévqv ris ys, 
uéMovaáv re котарот еовалтфу ёдхду тту пот kal THs uév ápya(ag 
kai суутрбфои mAdvys ümogovráv, каЛесойал Sè трд ém(yvoow abro те 
ка! Tob Патрдв, їтоВ ВАткє Tov èri тд пайе?и пбгог. 


[23] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY OHZAYPOY 


’ Exrevd де дуртбу ка! pbaprov avédAaBe сбиа Kat rots roroúrois пбдєсі» 
Опокефиетоу, dvayKaiws perà THs саркдѕ Kal rà айт?в SoTrotetrat 


[20] 1 Joan.21.1 


[20 cont.] Len. 131, Test. 101 A, cum 101 B (hic Text. 18) coniunctum (f. 22"); Sev. Ant., 
Antijul. 1 (194, 1l. 8-13; tr. 149, 1. 35-150, l. 3; 1); ibid. ПА (146, 1. 21-5; tr. 123, Il. 17-21; 7) 

[21] Ephraem Syrus (2), fragmentum primo apud Joannem Caesariensem, Adv. Aphthart. П, 7 
(72,1. 122-73, 1. 126), inventum. Cf. etiam: Niceph., Antirrh. III, Test. 78 (370,1. 6); Antirrh. IV, 72, 
Test. 40 (468,11. 18-19); Flor. Len. 131, Test. 102 (227) 

[22] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Isaiam V, 1 (PG 70,1188 B5-12) 

[23] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Thesaurus de sancta et consubstantiali Trinitate 24 (PG 75, 396 
C11-15). Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Test. 103 (f. 227; Sev. Ant., Antijul. I (233, ll. 7-11; tr. 180, 
11.24-7; 1); ibid. (287, Il. 17-20, tr. 221,11. 23-7; 1); ibid. IL A (85,11. 1—4; tr. 71,11. 13-16; 1); Phil., Test. 
221 (351,11. 25-9; tr. 287, Il. 2-6; 1); Antijul. ITI (120,11. 11-15; tr. 99,1. 36-100,1.3; 1) 


VO [20] 2 ва: ante Aouróv transp. O 

[21] 5 дфдаро(а. Joan. Caes. (ed. Richard) з} om. Flor Len. 131 
дфдарто» О 7 8éom.O тобот. Flor. Len. 131 

[22] 9 KYPIAAOY AAESANAPEIAS: TOY MAKAPIOY KYPIAAOY O 
11 дбур: Üávarov O 14 тє: 060 15 mpós: eis O 

[23] 18 бе: уар Cyr., Sev. Ant.  áméAafeCyr — тогобто om. Sev. Ant. 


6 gÜapróv: 


clear that he would not have been seen if he had not permitted it, because from 


now on his body was incorruptible and undefiled. 


21. BY ST EPHRAEM, FROM HIS SERMON ON LOVE 


'The resurrection took place in incorruption, but it did not make the wounds 
disappear, that they might become witnesses that God was active. By enduring 
the wounds, he did not show contempt for the corruptible [body]; rather, by 
glorifying it with incorruptibility, [he revealed] that he had banished corruption 
from the corruptible body. 


22. BY CYRIL, BISHOP OF ALEXANDRIA, 
FROM HIS INTERPRETATION OF THE PROPHET ISAIAH 


After trampling down Hades, he came back to life again in three days; then he 
contemplated human nature transformed to incorruptibility in himself, and 
the favor of God the Father, spread out already over the earth, preparing to 
become the light of the nations in its fullness and to turn [humanity] away from 
the ancient error that had grown along with it, calling it to know him and his 
Father. So he drove away the sorrow that comes along with suffering. 


23. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM THE THESAURUS 


Since he took up a mortal and corruptible body, one subject to passibilities of 
this kind, he necessarily made its weaknesses his own 
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z ` TES, е iA 3 Ал е 3 ` е / £ 
табл, ка! айт?в бторетойств айта ws адтдѕ Uropevew Аёуєтал. 


[24] TOY АҮТОҮ. ЕК TOY A’ TOMOY 
TOY EIZ TON MATOAION 


По оду атєдауєу, адауатос Фу, tva ка! éyepÜs ко! уекрост Tov Óávarov, 
ei ил} проседаВе cõpa тд тов той Üavárov удиос Опокециетоу; "H т< 
äv karévae тур фдордт, é£eAov 0077 тд tm’ ойтў mpárrov те Kal 
кєіџєуоу yévos, ei ил) ¿Ào Be тд pÜe(pecfou пефикдв ка! eis !д(ат éudppwoe 
ал»; 


[25] TOY АҮТОҮ. ЕК THX ПРОХ XOYKENZON EIIITOAHX 


Mera де тту ауастаси ўу еи aùrò тд сдра тд пепотй0в, пАђу ойкет: 
Tas avOpwrivas aobeveias éxov èv éavrQ- ob yap ёт пейтв 1) kómov 1j 
érépov Tivos тфу тогойтот дектикду Ерол payev abro, aAAG Àouróv 
dgÜaprov. Kai oùyi тобто pdvov, Аа Kal tworoióv. Zwhs yàp афид 
ёсть, тоутеот: тод Movoyevois. 


[26] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY TOMOY S" 
THX IIPOZ'EBPAIOYZ EIIIZTOAHZ 


`Ефїкє èv yàp тд (дот oôpa тае тди дауатоу оѓкоуошкд, “iva kai 
уекрду kai Lovrov кириебот:” erred) де одра боўѕ ñv, aveBiw 
парахр иа, vevixnkos THY дорӣ»: rÀv ойто 8 cent av THY катбрӣдосих 
o) pice саркдв а\\а rfj той Лбуоодоуаце: просуёшоутєѕ,єдсєВђсоџе». 


[26] 17-18 Rom. 14.9 


[24] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Matthaeum I: fragmentum primo apud Joannem Caesariensem, 
Adv. Aphthart. ЇЇ, 19 (75, Il. 198-202), inventum. Cf. etiam: Flor. Len. 131, Text. 104 (£227) 

[25] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Ep. I ad Succensum, 10 (ACO I, 1, 6, 155,1. 27-156, l. 4; PG 77, 236 
B7-13). Cf. etiam: Flor. Cyr., Test. 46 (127,1. 22-128, 1.2; 4); Sev. Ant., Phil., Test. 46 (29,1. 23-30, 1. 3; 
tr. 23, Il, 21-8; 0); Il. 10-11 (werd ... éavr®): Niceph., Antirrh. IV, 66, Test. 6 (484, 1. 30); 
1.10-13 (werd ... боотогбу): Joan. Caes., Adv. Aphthart. II, 20 (76,11. 203-7) 

[26] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Ep. ad Hebraeos: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VO [23] 1 post aùròs add. ó Adyos Sev. Ant. Antijul. 1 (233) 

[24] 2-3 ЕК TOY .. MAT@AION: EK ТОМ ЕУ TO KATA MATOAION O 
4 é8ep0 Flor. Len. 131 5 тод om. Flor. Len. 131 био ante бпокефиетот transp. V 
6 айтӯ om. Joan. Caes. 7 кефетоу: ómoke(uevov Joan. Caes. 7-8 кой... сет 
om. Joan. Caes. 7 idiav: àtótov О 

[25] 10 де om.Niceph. ^ posté add. ye Cyr., Flor. Cyr. 
... @®тб: тогодтор Joan. Caes. 

[26] 15 $ om. V 


11 ёхоу Cyr. 12 тфу 


13 post 4ААа. add. уар Cyr. (txt. cod. V), Flor. Cyr. cod. S 
18 jvom.V 


19 де om.V 
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along with the flesh, and when it endured these things he himself is said to 
endure them. 


24. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, 
FROM THE FIRST BOOK OE HIS 
COMMENTARY ON MATTHEW 


Being immortal, how, then, did he die, in order to be raised and to put death to 
death, if he had not taken on a body which was subject to the laws of death? Or 
how could he have driven out corruption, removing from it the whole range of 
activities and passivities within its sphere, if he had not taken on what was 
naturally corruptible and transformed it to his own life? 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR, FROM HIS 
LETTER TO SUCCENSUS 


After the resurrection, it was the very body which had suffered, except that it no 
longer had human weaknesses within itself. We say that it no longer was able to 
undergo hunger or fatigue or anything else of this sort, but from now on was 
incorruptible—and not only that, but life-giving. For it is the body of life—that 
is, of the Only-begotten. 


26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR; 
FROM THE SIXTH BOOK ON THE LETTER TO THE HEBREWS 


For he permitted his own body to suffer death as part of the divine plan, “so that 
he might be Lord of the dead and the living” Since it was the body of life, he 
raised it immediately, having won victory over corruption. And let us show 
reverence by attributing the accomplishment of these august mysteries not to 
the nature of flesh, but to the power of the Word. 
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[27] TOY ATIOY ГРНГОРІОҮ TOY OEOAOT'OY. 
EK TOY EI ТА ФОТА ЛОГОҮ 


› \ \ э mW , "n Хоя. 5 / ` P 

Erreiór) kaÜapáv айто? тт дедтута, qépetv o) т?в êv yevéce kai фборд 

púoews, дд, тобто rà йракта piyvurar: où yevéoer uóvov дедс, o08€ capri 

voüs, ойде xpóv« тд dxpovov, ойде uérp« тд drepíypamrov, ЛА. ка} 
rd 3 ^ ^ 

va pÜevía yévvmous, ка! дтиша. TH ка! tius dardons бфтћАотёро, kai 

10 ED ` А ^ ^ Ai Ж ГА 5 \ \ x 3 / 
тає: то árabes, kai TQ фдартф то dÜávarov. Erreur) yàp фєто ant TNT os 
elvat Tis KaKias 6 софіт), дедтутов àri. SeAedoas Huds, таркд< 

À , 8 ^ "n © › е АЗ Š \ > ^ ^ ^ , 
проВАђџат: дейед етол, iv às TO Addu mpooBaAdQv, тф деф перипест, 
ка! оўтаѕ б véos Addy Tov тоолду дуаасосттал kai Ход? тд катйкрица, 
THs capkós, capri той дауйтоо дотатсойертов. 

«AEONTIOY» Totrwv cuupoves пара. ràv Siapavdv Iarépov tris 
ExkAnaias elpTudvev, пдутов mou kai oi той abro Пуебцатов abrois 
memAnpwyevor rà aùrà mávrws kai айто! qpovoüvres ебр(окогтац. 
HB À Ë $ . А # M z > es 5^ е ГА 

ovAdunv uév обу Tas mávrow kai т@сас, ei обу те Hv, йтот@ёоа 
paprvpías: той дє xápw ил) дтокуйда: TH TAHOE тду évrvyyávovra, 
^^ Le P; > ` ^ ^ ^ 
та)» kai 0A yas, т0тоу éxoúoas kai kavóva ris êv тісі адтоїѕ QÀm0e(as, 
^ 5 2 A \ ^ 
vrapaÜetva. €oTrovddoapev, Tov quAómovov mpos Tas OALKaS ajTÓÀv 

4 / 5 ` ^ ^ 
суута є: паратештоутев, év als тд дкрувев mavtTws той kai трд TOV 
e / е / 

T7erépeov є0рђоє: Адуоу. 


Probatio calami, ut videtur, in calce O, f. 151" (28) post conclusionem Leontii: тф évrusoráro 
єбу[єуєстӣто | (?); cf. p. 118 supra 


[27] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 39, In sancta lumina, 13 (SC 358.178-80; PG 36, 349 A7- 
B5). СЕ etiam: ll. 3-7 (éreió?) ... dÜdvarov): Niceph., Antirrh. III, Test. 5 (344, Il. 7-14); 
ll. 4-7 (8:0 тодто ... дддготот): Sev. Ant., Antijul. П А (19, IL 23-7; tr. 15, 11, 16-22); 
Il. 4-11 (8:0 тобто ... Bavarwbévros): Sev. Ant, Ctr. Gram. Ш, 41 (301, ll. 1-13; tr. 222, 
Il. 7-16) 


VO [27] 3 yevváoe: Niceph. 
Sev. Ant. Conclusio Leontii: 
13 ofom.V 


6 máons V 10 драафоттал: dvavedonrat 


12 «AEONTIOY supplevi д:афауду: дофбрат О 
17 dAnGeias ante aùroîs transp. O 


15 uévom.O rV 
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27. BY ST GREGORY THE THEOLOGIAN, 
FROM HIS ORATION ON THE LIGHTS 


Sinceit was not possible for the nature that belongs to becoming and corruption 
to sustain his Godhead in a pure state, for this reason what was unmixed 
became mixed: not only [was] God [mingled] with becoming, nor mind with 
flesh, nor the timeless with time, nor the uncircumscribed with measure, but 
also begetting with virginity, and dishonor with what is above all honor, and the 
impassible with suffering, and the deathless with the corruptible. For since the 
deviser of evil thought he could not be overcome, and lured us with the hope of 
divinity, he himself was deceived by the screen of flesh, and as he had assaulted 
Adam, so he might fall before God. So the new Adam might save the old, and 
the condemnation of flesh might be destroyed, death being put to death in the 
flesh. 


<Leontius:> Since this is the unanimous teaching of the illustrious Fathers of 
the Church, surely those who are filled with the same Spirit as they are will be 
found to agree with them completely. We did not want to set out all the 
testimonies of all authors, even if that were possible; but in order not to make 
the reader shrink back at their sheer number, we have striven to offer only a few 
texts, from certain authors, which contain the form and measure of the truth 
that is in them all; and we send the diligent reader on to their complete works, 
in which he will surely find the accurate version of what has been held long 
before what we ourselves have written. 











TOY AYTOY. Ву Ше Same Author: 


AOT'O2 Г". An Unmasking and a Triumphant 
THX AIIOPPHTOY KAI Defeat of the Unspeakable and 
АРХОЕМЕХТЕРАХ Fundamental Impiety of the Nestorians, 
ТОМ NEZTOPIANON ASEBEIAS, and of the Fathers of this [Heresy] 
KAI TON TAYTHS ITATEPON, | (Book III. Deprehensio et 
ФОРА KAI OPIAMBOX Triumphus super Nestorianos) 
| 
VOP 1 TOY AYTOY: КАТА ИАФӨАРТОДОКНТОМ V; om. P 2 ЛОГОХ Г: | 


ZYNTATMA ПЕРІ О; om. P 4 APXAIOEIAEXTEPAZ О 6 ТАУТНХ: | 
AYTH2Z O 7 ФОРА OP post ӨРІАМВОХ add. AOT'OZ I" O 
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[PG 5 1357 В] Tpírov ёт! rois троЛаВодсі pou досі Aóyow тодтоу 
стутдттот,тф те @e@ YaproTH prov Kal THY асе Ву сту Ат» kat ӨріаџВо», 
evfaiuny av тду КОргот mapetvar ка! viv ту dpwyov THs évvoias, kai 
Муф Tov Adyov Hudv дпеудбуол èv Пуеиратокитте ҳйріті. Et yap, ёк 
Ocot Вотдобиетов, rÀv те алу mávrov kai THs èv xepotv Отодейвсс 
Срафбиеда, Hiv те ёстол polòs адтотей в тфу mróvo ñ сищио.х(а, rots 
те dep Фу ка! дг ой of Adyou cogeÀe(as évéyvpov, el Kal uù TH Gia, TH ye 
доудие: параретробиетот. Ни” де kai Aws дфособтал та viv. 
паЛолду yap xpéos єісёроџє», TavTwY ypeÓv eis Exriow диколдтатог, 
Táda pev дтодод?гал дфеЛбиетог, дад, де пойАтт ка шакрат treviar, [C] 
уду kai ós Kal ойу соу депо» éxrivvucbar ápxópevov. 

Kal àv yàp or), č 22 ёуєїраи то деф арт: пробртрал, брои Bóv 
те одтой mepwríjoau, илркёт‹ тт до века èv круптФ Tapvevopevors kai 
TQ афоує? ка! дутфото тоААоў$ Sedredlovow, ЛЛА. тӧрродєу 
qauvopévois, ка! тайт YLVOMEVOLS феикто!в ко! блтотротойо› HY OTE kai 
айтдв От?рхот ToU ддвои uépos. Néov yap тбте дута ue, TOV те xpóvov 
kai TOV Лоугоцду ђртӣкєса», OBEY 6 TL ил) TOV тв kaklas dpydvwy els 
тобто kijcavres—mpoÜéuevov yàp тту тфу доуџатоу axpiBevav - [1360 
Al dv пет) yevoáuevos—Troóro 91) тд Tob A6you—ax pw дакт Ло, Alyvos 
т’ éyevouny ка! mpobupias eis uérpov ovbev б rı évéÀumov. О:де,ЛаВбиетов 
arep Tuprdv dd06 Tivos ёріёџєуор, eis тд THS operépas doeBelas 
коатоастёсол Вдродрот éexeipnoav. АА dvwhév poi tis émupavetoa 
Xa pts ёк uéaov тфу dddvTwr ђртасєу, érouóraov HON yevónevov 


VOP 1 rovrov V 2 тф:тоу 4 dmevÜOvau катеийбуал V 5 тёутоу 
om. О xepoiv V" (Torres) 7 bnép ... оў: д dv kal бпер ots О 12 ка! àv 
Kabas O ёрту om. V йрт пройртиа: бутитроўршо: Р 13 тє: ує О 
14 дєЛєйбоутаѕ VO 15 patvouevouvs VO yuouéous VO  gevxrods VO 
Qrorporaí(ous VO 16 рє om. OP 19 тобто 0) rQ V ante дактЛо add. 
т© О  AMyvo P 20 те V 21 туфАд» ... épiewevov: тиф об... êpiepévov Р 


22 цой uévroi P; post émupave(oa transp. O 
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As I add this third book to the two that have preceded it, as a thank-offering to 
God and a monument and triumph against the faithless, I should like to pray 
the Lord to be with us now, too, as a support to our mind, and to direct our 
words with his Word, in the grace that is moved by the Spirit. For if we have 
undertaken all other things with God's help, and especially this project in hand, 
his help will be itself a sufficient reward for our labors, and a guarantee of 
benefit for those about whom and for whose sake these words [are written]—if 
not a benefit worthy of his dignity, at least one proportionate to our power. For 
us, this present task has another justification as well; for we are paying an old 
debt, of all debts most deserving of payment: one which ought to have been 
paid off long ago, but which—because of our great and deep poverty—is only 
now beginning to be paid off, in a small and unworthy way. 

For those against whom I said just now I had chosen to raise a monument to 
God, and to surround with a triumphal procession, because they no longer 
store up their iniquity in hiding and deceive the masses with things unseen and 
unknown, but are visible from afar, and so become a warning for us and a signal 
to flee—there was a time when I myself formed part of their company. They 
captivated both my time and my reason then, young as I was, and they left no 
instrument of wickedness untried, to achieve this purpose; for I prized accuracy 
of doctrine, and once I had tasted it with the tip of my finger—as the saying 
goes—I became avid and omitted nothing that might curb my eagerness. They 
took hold of me, like a blind man groping after his way, and tried to pull me 
down into the pit of their own wickedness. But some kind of grace appeared to 
me from above and snatched me from between their teeth, where I had already 
become a ready victim; 
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Oýpaua, zó9ov те Üepuórarov áperfjs euBadrodoa Kal ris 8:0 radryy 
Eewreias впабот. Пс де ойк WueÀÀev 6 тд» Тора А èv èphuw 
кабодтутсаѕ кёноў ovvewropos усувадал тв exOnuias; Dépov те obra 
mpórepov ávfjkev, Ews He бейш» дубрбу ёукатедєто паЛ4цалз, ot ye où 
идуоу пдатс ёкєйїїє THs Жив то dupa rhs дийв фухйв дтекдвтрат, 
алла Kai [B]pwrds (єрод дтепАуаат, rais Tv деоабфа BiBAow, тар Фу 
ойто 7) дА7дево, ка! ту Хот дретт, Tas ¿uds Kal yetpas Kai ppévas 
dyvícavres. 

Ар обу ovK docBeias eoxdrns урау àv mapa ràv eyvwuóvwv 
evdikus двптуеукдит)», ei rara сиот?) паутєЛє парадойтал Отешешта; 
Ori де pi бт ápxfis, unde кол” отту Скейт, ws eimretv, ту Фрат, kab’ jv 
dva BÀéJo, Е Гошо, Tov edxapioTHpiov cuvréraya, поролте(ово pev 
дедс,паралтегодо де kai тфу двор, ду ёкастоѕ.Од yap Sv дууошос тт, 
GAN пер той um 666а: tiv пер: тойтот edyapioriav пропетойб 
ovyypapiis mrovetoBou прбфаот, фӧВо Tov Aóyov éxaAM voca. Nov Š are 
бико(ас ко: ovd€ стухоройотв Прешей” дтакитадатс Huds airías, 
афос:фсасдӣа [C]7ó те xpéos ка! Tov тбйот вапойдака. Аёютіотбтєроѕ 
дє таутоу ду ety, ets те тати” тфу AeyÜnaopévov Kal eis тд католдётаь 
Tots 400и, àv бро. ВобЛоттал: пера. удр,? pact, rv Adywv Веволотера. 
Xpuords де pot торїто) ирти, ка! 6 roúrov Паттр, ór. ил} дтехдейа 
тоду 1 тӯ трос érépous Хдрета та кат avrovs clus А ёсу: GAAG протоив 
êv о®тод exelvous Karoucrilopevos, пета ту ўтаттшёроу то ттАўбо$ 
ойк ёсту ÖTE шл) дЛофирдистов, ka. трітоу mpopudakry pidv т: Borna. 
тоф бооу ойто) épmreaovpévous тобтоу Tov Àóyov, Worep т aAEENTH prov 
Фриакоу, cvyKepdoat éoTrovdaca—mpover де ка! тд крїшо, дедьсов, el 
итте тд тадов Huds суџтадєї катєскєйасєу—їу ei ит т GAO, тобто ё) 
карпофорфао) тф Àurpeooauéveo ка! афаатти тту Erépwv трофуАактуу. 
Муд ойто [О]де туби xaderaverwoayr, ei éËeurety тецесто, йттєр abrot 
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it filled me with a burning desire for virtue, a longing worthy of a solitary life 
[undertaken] for its sake. How could he who led Israel in the desert fail to be my 
companion, too, on my exodus? And when carrying me, he did not let me go, 
until he put me into the hands of godly men, who not only cleansed the eye of 
my soul from all that rheumy matter, but filled it with holy light, cleansing my 
hands and my internal organs with the books of holy and wise men, from whom 
they themselves had drawn truth and the rest of the virtues. 

Would I not, then, justly incur the charge of the ultimate impiety before 
right-minded people, #1 dared to commit these events totally to silence? May 
God and each God-loving person pardon the fact that I did not compose this 
work of thanks at the very beginning, or at that very moment when, so to speak, 
I was found worthy to see the light. I restrained my words, not through 
ingratitude but out of fear, because I did not want to seem to make my gratitude 
for these things the occasion of a rash broadside. But now, since there is a just 
cause, and one which will not allow us to be silent, spurring us on, I have taken 
pains to acquit myself of both need and desire. I should be more credible than 
anyone, as far as the confirmation of what I shall say and the shaming of the 
godless is concerned, if they were only willing [to listen]: experience, as they 
say, is more reliable than words. May Christ and his Father come forward as 
witnesses that I am not going to say these things out of spite towards anyone, or 
out of favor towards others. First of all, I pity them [= the Nestorians]; secondly, 
I always lament the number of those who have been deceived [by them]; and 
thirdly, I have endeavored to prepare this work as a preventive help, like a 
protective medication for those who have not yet succumbed. Besides, I am 
afraid of the judgment, if the disease had not made us more able to sympathize 
[with other sufferers]. If for nothing else, [I write this] to produce one fruit for 
him who redeemed and saved [us]: the protection of others. And may they [the 
Nestorians] not be resentful at us, if I have dared to speak out what they 
themselves have not shrunk from thinking. 

Come, then: let us wheel out on center-stage their arguments against the 
truth; which they use against those who unfortunately are beginning to be 
caught in their lethal snares. 
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1. Their first act of wickedness worth mentioning is this: that though they do 
not accept any of the holy, God-given doctors of the Church at all, except for 
Theodore and Diodore, they pretend in words not to accept the first springs of 
their impiety [i.e. Paul of Samosata and Nestorius]. 

2. Then they hold out the great and well-attended Synod [Chalcedon], even 
before any other bait, to the simple, even though they do not think according to 
it (for I do not know if they yield first place in thinking against it to anyone 
else!), but they slip it on as a pious mask for their drama, and at the beginning 
of the charade they escape unnoticed. Once they have persuaded [their hearers] 
that they do accept the synod or they meet someone who does, they cross- 
examine him as to which of the Fathers he habitually and by preference studies. 
Then if perchance the one questioned should say the great “eye of the Church” 
John. [Chrysostom], or the two great stars (I mean the Cappadocians), or the 
bright dawn-star Athanasius, they immediately alter their faces (for they cannot 
endure even the mention of these names), but nevertheless—so that the quarry 
might not be terrified at first meeting and so wander away—they say, “These 
Fathers are excellent too, but no better than ours.’ And if their names are 
requested, they say, “Read [them] first, and then you will learn who they are and 
when they lived—these men,’ they say, “of whom you, poor fellow, have never 
heard!” 

3. Promising other gifts and forms of assistance, even access to the emperor, 
if one should need it, and the first rank in magistracies and contact with learned 
members of their company (Oh, the extent to which the wicked will go!), they 
do not stop until the victim falls before them, either through ignorance or 
poverty or flattery, or any other of the things that can trap those who do not 
guard their hearts with every precaution. 

4. Then when they have taken him in hand and made him obedient in the 
way they wish, if the victim is a monk they turn him towards Greek literature, 
if he is considered apt for it; and 
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they make much ridicule of the simplicity of monastic life, and urge that fasting 
and watching and solitude are worth nothing (for they calumniate the life of 

ractical virtue, and are disgusted even with the name of it), and urge him to 
change his habit, as something which stands in the way of this worlds wisdom; 
and they promise to enroll him in the clergy or help him along in some other 
way, if only he becomes a participant in their impiety. But if he is a layman, they 
promise him gifts that suit his station, not speaking the truth (for that, to them, 
is the real bliss of wickedness), but still leading him astray with hopes, and [so] 
they force him to gape at them in amazement. If my indictment on these charges 
has been brief, it is because time is pressing. 

5. Having recalled one or the other fact about them, I turn now to the great 
teacher of their foolishness. For since they see day by day the growing and 
justified hatred of their godless teachings and of the originator of their impiety 
among the faithful, they contrive a bitter blow against their way of life. For they 
say to us, in a kind of stage drama, “Away with Nestorius! He who was his father 
shall be father of the same teachings” And when they have agreed on this 
among themselves, and have made what they think is the best plan in this way, 
they offer the faithful Theodore in his place. 

6. Although I would like to pass over a point yet more remarkable than 
these, I may not do so. They imitate the villainies of the Manicheans (for they 
cannot live any other way), and just as they [are divided] into the so-called 
“elect” and the “indifferent” so these divide themselves into the party which 
admires Nestorius and highly values communion with him, and those who 
anathematize him and pretend to be in communion with the Church. The ruler 
of all that is hidden will bear witness that this has not been fabricated by me. 
For when a friend of mine was pressed by them both to be in communion with 
them and to be admitted into the clergy of the [Orthodox] Church, and they 
saw he was reluctant to do such a fearful and bold thing, they said: “What harm 
can there be, if you use the Church as your Praetorium and the clergy as your 
army, but share our faith and welcome communion with us?” When he 
continued to be in doubt about this, and said it was impossible 
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to be in communion both with them and with the Church, they said, “You 
mustn't be dissatisfied with this sort of arrangement. Does the bread which is 
offered as a symbol of the body of Christ obtain any greater blessing than the 
bread sold in the market, or the loaves that the Philomarianites offer in Mary's 
name?" я 

7. Now it is time to recount the praises of their “great teacher Theodore": for 
that is what they say he is, whom the great John, after he [Theodore] had fallen 
away from his commitment and forsworn his profession, tried to draw up from 
the pit of lawlessness where he had fallen by two letters, like strong, long ropes. 

8. They say that he was only eighteen years old, and no more, when he began 
his drunken insults of the holy Scriptures; for I would not refer to his 
interpretations composed about the sacred Scriptures in any other way. 

9. Similarly, they say that when he wanted to capture Tarsus, the “eye of 
Cilicia” after Diodorus, who had been the leader and father of his evils and 
impiety, had departed this life, it was Theophilus of Alexandria who prevented 
him from [achieving] this daring act; for those who were about to live under his 
tyranny had sent an embassy to him. 

10. This villain, when he was expounding the Scriptures in the renowned 
Church of that city once called after Antiochus, but now after God, dared— 
among many other things—to attack the title“Theotokos”; as а result, he stirred 
up the whole populace against himself. 

11. In all his misconceived exposition of the holy Scriptures, this defiled 
creature did not stop mocking and disparaging the labors of those holy doctors 
who had toiled over them.“I would seem to be in a ridiculous state,’ as the great 
Basil said, “if I tried to correct a murderer with a slap in the face” But come, 
change course, sing the praises of the inner world, and cast an eye on what is 
unmentionable to them [i.e., the Antiochene party] and inaccessible to the 
masses; I mean their inner chamber of irreverence. I shall not “dance secrets 
out, as they say, but I shall reveal the execrable teachings of godlessness. Let no 
one blame us for what we say, for we are not the originators of the evil you are 


about to hear, 
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por have we given cause for what will be said; for many books tell of their 
odless mysteries, although I myself would pray to God that such mysteries of 
арени as these be covered with silence and darkness. But now! have set myself 
to relate these things, not to make you disciples of evil, but to deliver ne des 
terrors, that I may set them headlong in flight and cry out loudly to all: “F si 
of you, flee, flee far from the сі ап the pits—flee the books of godless 
i ith every heresy!” 
E. p Pocos in Theodore? as his admirers call him, since it means 
little to him to struggle against men, attempts and dares [an attack] on the glory 
of the Spirit, understanding all the exalted writings of the inspired б 
writers in а lowly way, and separating them from the providentially assigne 
f the sacred books. 
En great servant of God and the living, eternally famous monument D 
courage, Job, he has scrubbed clean of about twenty thousand lines, and was 
out the writing of the Spirit about him, which the great James confirms el is 
catholic Epistle when he says, "You have heard of the patience of Job, e ih 
seen the purpose of the Lord” For we уе not heard of his patience or learne 
i , except from the book about him. 
E. m this не. reason, І think, ће Бапѕ ће epistle of the great James and 
the rest of the other catholic epistles. For it was not enough for him to Pow 
against the Old Testament, in imitation of Marcionss impiety, but he had to pa 
also against the New, so that his struggle with the Spirit, our Advocate, might be 
notable still. 
Ei. Completely rejecting the inscriptions of the holy hymns and psalms w 
odes, he attributes them all—in Jewish fashion—to the circles aroun 
Zerubbabel and Hezekiah, allowing the Lord only three. | а 
16. Even the Canticle of Canticles, the holiest of holy songs, praised by а 


godly men and all Christians, 
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дуд mácay тї» oixouperny ёккАтсіолѕ yuwpilopevov, Bavuačóuevov де 
Kal трос "rd exOpav тоб статрод тод Хриотоб” Tovdaiwv, катӣ тту 
торукту ойто ка! yvedpny kai yAdocav, éxrAaBav ó Opacds ka 
apeTpntos THY тдЛцат, ёк THY ауіоу BiBAwy améreper. 
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eis 800 mpdowma тё той évós Христо? Kal деой тиф, kal TO ёх дАтб»ф 
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recognized by the churches throughout the inhabited world, admired even by 
the Jews, the “enemies of the cross of Christ" — [even this] he has seized on in 
his adulterous thought and language, bold and boundlessly daring as he is, and 
excised from the holy books. 

17. And what would the inventor and father of wickedness, who acts in him, 
not do? Adding crime to crime, he has similarly thrown out the first and second 
books of Paraleipomenon, and the book of Ezra, in addition to the aforesaid 
books. 

18. Well, then, does he attack the holy Scriptures and destroy the good 
reputation of the most celebrated achievements of the Spirit, but hold back 
from secondary things and leave the fight and the victory in such things to 
others? Not a bit! For since, as he thinks, his struggle against the inspired 
Scriptures is finished and over, he begins a second contest, equal to the first; and 
so that he should not tire himself by attacking the details one by one, he takes a 
stand against the first teaching of Christianity and writes off the God-given 
Symbol of the reborn—I mean the creed of Nicaea; he does not simply mutilate 
it, but does away with it totally and utterly, offering another one in its place, 
taking no account of the venerable luminaries [who composed it], nor shrinking 
from the daring of such an attack. He proposes, as I say, another Symbol of 
Faith—rather, of unbeliefl—writing, after belief in God the Father and the 

Only-begotten Son and the Holy Spirit, that he believes “also in the Lord Jesus 
Christ” [Thus] he introduces a fourth person into the Holy Trinity and divides 
the characteristics of our one Christ and God into two persons, and attributes 
divine actions and supernatural birth to the true God, while attributing human 
things and things befitting a man, and first of all birth from the Virgin, to Christ 
as a separate individual. 

19. He dares another outrage, too, which does not take second place to those 
we have mentioned. For he has improvised a Eucharistic prayer, different from 
the one handed down to the churches from the Fathers, neither respecting the 
anaphora of the Apostles nor considering that of the great Basil, which is 
written in the same Spirit, as worthy of account. With this anaphora of 
blasphemies (not of prayers, after all!), he has carried out the sacraments of 
initiation. Well, is it worth 





426 ПРОХ TOYS NEZTOPIANOY2Z 


v p # Š ^ x” » x” у \ ^ ^ 
érepos Avrixpioros проадокдодаи вт: 08.05 ein, ойто) тд той Хротоб 
шофу те ка! паракшие(и Terpwmevos; Eyw еи ойк обща. Amy pm yap, 
qui, ка! obros év nâo Tov éxeivov dmomAnpw@oat тбтот kai трбтор. 
к' Axove де айтой ка! rà érepa, dv unre йкойўса Kaddv те ка} 
5 єйктолбтатоу [0]у. Ту» kpíow той Өєой, ту Фи mácais та dylous 
dogalouevnv Tpapaîs ка! даВевотибти, fs одб of paxpav тў 
Хратоауфу дєософіоЅ дтєриўҳтто: ueuevýkaciv, riv uóvqv Kal Top 
éorórov роси ка! тфу пєптокбтау avd pwow, тду тєђрортукбтоу 
, ` ^ + » Р, i5 ` 5 £ а > ` 
фдриакот Kat той ó.a BóÀou д гот réAos Kal évreAés дрталтбдоца, Пи o08€ 
10 ó д:аВоћоѕ ка! oi дофиотев друусаадал Отиват, Aéyovres TÂ Lwrh pr, 
crs € A $ \ э ^ ey ^ ^T ` ^ / € A y 
Ti piv kai cot, Too Yie той деой; *HÀ0es трд колроб Bacavíaa ўш; 
THY те yéevvav ка! тд акбтов Kal тду Вруушдъ rÀv òôóvrwv, kal rà &Ада, 
бео, те тай ка! тофастал rois доевес: Kai диартоойв, уєАё ó 
де Аалов, ойт? айтдв айттуу проадокфу, kai rois Aois ёукєАєубиєроѕ 
\ ГА Ë е > \ / x 5 ` , м 
15 [1369 A]un дедьбуол poBov, ws айтдв uóvos ойетол, дпе ту uóvov éyovra. 
AL Fil Н ^ Š , ` , > 8 \ 3 À \ \ 2 ` ^ 
ьа! H пегра Ò adrov neice émeió) aren ил) пефбВ ке, Kal тото, 
ураф? парадобуал ó доеВ в kai dvtws &poBos, ó karayeAQv cecopod 
торфёроо—об “утауўртта катӣ Tov диаВоЛог, "rà kpiuara тоб Өєоб 
дтд просото? —reróAwgkev. 
, \ ^; > A + А е ^ 5 ^ А А 
20 ка Aid табта сє &уалт@оьу, Ô де оле, oi тв айт?в со: шердов: тобто 
5 ^ 
аўто той дєѓіоо qóflov dvravaiperwóv qápuakov, тікрду dvTws Kal 
/ x ГА Фу е > / / а > / 
дакрбат Аб от, стукекеракас. А®тту ý Eóvouiov 8vacéfleu Пу ёЁ}Ашо cas, 
Ф ^ ^ 
пер! об Tà Aeydpeva jv dora, ews (Ós uh more pede) той cats BiBAow 
rara éveráyn kai Tov е тбута. Ебубихот д:дбуо тбто rots rá0eou, [B] 
25 ка! ил) rapéxew TH và mpdypara, ў ст) 91900 kaAMa вперикдупост. 
кВ Xos џо0ттт)ѕ Bapooupas, ds тту Перафу ёкдєдиђтткє rois те 
дбушас: тв ддебтутов ка! TH той Blov ddiapopia, vomoberHoas unde 
ту lepapxovpévav ти, ил) дт. Aaikdv, бтёуєодал котив ¿0éouou kal 
moÀvyapadv. ras yap шедаз kai rods кошооѕ ёра. «уал breAáuBave 
30 Oeo. 


11 Matt. 8.29 
(SC 305) 


18-19 Ps. 926 (LXX) 24-5 cf. Eunomius, Apologeticus 17 


VOP 3 обтов: адтдѕ О дпамУ — ámomApáoau: тАрдсол O 6 dogalopevny 
Грофа kai бгаВевотибит: 8:0ВеВотиёти l'oaqots VO 8 аубрӣоси: éyepow О 
9 rédos ко! om. О коё évreAés дутатбдоцо om. V ойд: де O 11 coi: où VO 
Yié той Oeo om. O 12 rà алло: тадда О 13 ка! ñToíuaoTa, om. V 
15 дедебуо V uóvos: ме” V; uóvov О uóvov: шбуту P 16 ai, ai: al, af O; dAV P 
oom. Р 17 6: ка! буто VO 18 dvravaipetra: O 19 тетблиткет om. V 
20 à elare: of демо O of om. O 23 more: тототє V офєлћє О 
24 évemáym О ante 0i8óva. add. Sez P 26 6s om. O 28 post бт. add. ye P 
Aeikóv V post d0éouou add. уоџобєтӯсоѕ P 29 rds кошаз P «си om. О 
bmoAauBáveis P 








Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos vet 


waiting for any other Antichrist, who so hates the interests of Christ and tries lo 
overthrow them? I don’t think so. He is sufficient, I say, to fulfill that persons 
role in every way. 

я gate the мыл about him, which it is neither good nor desirable 
to hear. The judgment of God, proclaimed in all the holy Scriptures, which even 
those who are far from the divine wisdom of the Christians have зз E 
single act of establishing those who stand and raising up those who БО P “| 
the medicine of sinners and the just end and complete requital o : 4 evil, 
which neither the devil nor the demons dared to deny, saying to the т 
“What is there between us and you, Jesus, Son of God? Have you come be is 
the time to torture us?" Gehenna and darkness and the gnashing of teeth, an 
all the things which are threatened and prepared for the wicked and и, 
these the wretch scoffs at, not expecting it for himself, and telling ioe rest not to 
fear a terror which is, as he alone supposes, a mere threat. Alas! Alas! раци 
will teach him, since the threat has not struck him with terror, and е е 
impious, truly fearless one who laughs at the fiery earthquake—from been 
face, like the devil's, God's judgments are removed—has dared to put these 

ings in writing. | 

Бе L These d the reasons, you wretch, why those who belong to ди uni 
love you! You have prepared for them this drug that destroys the fear o ws a 
truly a bitter medicine, worthy of tears. This is the impiety of Eunomius E E 
you emulate; reports about him seemed unbelievable until (as аа s iR 
have happened!) these things were set out in your books. And your teaching has 
even outdone Eunomius, who taught ds we should give place to the passions 

le the mind with practical things. | 
wi эра аен was Бабаи, who led the Persian kingdom amr with 
the teachings of godlessness and the promiscuity of his life, legislating that ще 
member of the clergy, to say nothing of the laity, need abstain from ne : 

sexual union or polygamy; for he held orgies and drinking-bouts to be gifts o 


God. 
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23. Intranslating your works into the language and tongue of the Chaldaeans 
and Armenians, the members of your own brotherhood have handed on to the 
pagans a heresy more godless than that of Arius; for the members of Ariuss 
coterie endeavored to achieve this, too, except that each party made converts 
to its own brand of irreligion, one group the western barbarians and the other 

terners. | 
Pn this a small matter for you? Then add, I pray you, [your notion of] the 
fabricated sin of Adam, which he received from God's hands, so that the world 
might come to have a plausible cause for belonging to him: the Mg 
condemnation and exile of one who had not sinned, but had been ieri y 
accused. In your eyes, it was not because of this root of evil, and the rest of t 
impiety and wickedness of the men who followed, that Christ came, as the goo 
shepherd, to save and lead back E wandering sheep who had become 
om the pasture of the hundred. 
E if you ҮШ, {һе angels, created along with your darkness. For the 
sacred Psalmist does not count, for you, as an adequate exponent of their nature, 
when he strikes his lyre for God, in the Spirit, [and says], who makes his = 
spirits, and his ministers flames of fire” For “makes, which ва word in the 
present tense,in the scriptural idiom signifies thep ast, as he immediately WE 
by adding, “who establishes the earth" —that is, “who established.” Nor Es 
do the other appearances of angels in des Scriptures put you to shame, where 
ight and flash forth lightning. 
Ee ihe essential dinem of the Manichees, according to you the 
first [being] of visible creation, n either exists alongside God without 
inning, or comes forth from God. w DI 
а this piece of foolish wisdom: saying that the devil's Antichrist 
will not be punished, but will be destroyed and dissolved into non-being, so 
that good for souls may come from evil, the fear of God, which they em not 
have had from any other source (for you have abolished the judgment!)not 
from the enjoyment of good things, nor from their natural and ineffable erro 
for God, but only from the complete destruction of the Antichrist, and from his 


dissolution into non-being. 
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28. Admit, too, on the subject of creation and providence, [that you hold 
that] not everything that is is from God, but that many useless things are 
roduced as by-products and secondary accidents of what exists—not coming 
to be through God's will, but following unhindered on the nature of things. 
Time would slip by us unnoticed, if we were to glean “the grapes of your 
Sodomite vine” one by one! f 
29. Do you never tire of revelling in impiety, O nature most productive of 
evils? You do not conceive of God as being essential good, ог as being the spring 
and source of everything beautiful and good, providing for them in an essential 
way. Tell us, from what source is goodness provided to him? For according to 
you, he is not goodness itself. What, then, is its origin? You, at least, are the 
source of such evils as these, and yield little or nothing to the pretentious talk of 
Marcion and his “principles.” К 
30. Our argument has come to the very crowning point of your impieties. 
From what source do you contrive this man who has become the counterpart 
of the Trinity, so that he is its living idol, comparable to the limitless life of all 
beings, and whom you offer to be worshipped in the Trinity's place by all visible 
and invisible creation, now and forever? Has not Moses’s legislation persuaded 
you, when he lays down that “the Lord your God you shall worship, and him 
only serve"? Does not the Savior cast this in the tempter's teeth? Е 
31. You fabricate, as І said, [the idea] that Christ was created Бу the Trinity 
itself as a kind of holy,living idol, falsely alleging that the Trinity is teaching the 
worship of a creature. This is nothing else than the old infidelity, by which 
humanity came to fall away from God and to serve a creature instead of the 
creator—if you are notin fact contriving here something much worse than that. 
For you are not teaching that only men are affected by this, but all the creation 
which has been brought into existence by the Trinity, next in rank after the 
Trinity. You proclaim that [creation] should worship forever not God become 
man, but a man honored with the title of God—O you 
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herald of this wicked gospel—and that by the offering of all beings worship to 

our Christ, his honor will be transferred to the Trinity, as that of an image [is 
transferred] to a king. I would like to ask you: Christ himself, how and whom 
do you say he worships? If he is worshipping himself, that is ridiculous; if the 
Trinity, by what mediator? For no one can be his own mediator. Or does he 
alone, of all creatures, have the privilége of worshipping no one, since he alone 
does not have the mediator you propose? And what is the definition of an 
enemy of God, but what you give to Christ: claiming that he alone is honored, 
but does not honor the one who has so honored him? 

32. What a gem you are! You fasten a solemn and gracious birth and 
upbringing on this man, like that of a prophet or even a little better: for [you 
say], God the Word, in his foreknowledge, willingly availed himself of the union 
during [Jesus’s] very formation in the womb, knowing that his resolution 
towards the good would be unshakeable. 

33. You cover him in a mist of ignorance, so that he knows nothing except 
what pleased the Logos, who was united to him in dignity. What? In alleging 
that he is filled with ignorance, do you not also suggest he is filled with sin? For 
the latter comes from the former, as a river flows from a spring. Or perhaps you 
hold that ignorance is to his advantage, since most of the time what is done 
wrongfully out of ignorance is judged worthy of leniency, if it is not too blatant. 
You say he is so ignorant, that even when he was tempted he did not know who 
it was who was tempting him; and you do not allow that the Lord himself, to say 
nothing of the saints, was pure from sinfulness of thought—although you do 
not consider this to be a sin. 

34. You do not shrink from teaching that he was more troubled by 
psychological passions than by the physical kind, stating clearly, “He mastered 
these pleasures by stronger reasoning.” 

35. You posit that he was purified little by little through progress in virtue, 
and became each day more suited to receive the good gifts which were to be his, 
as a man, from God. 

36. You baptize him, so that from then on (for surely not before!) he was 
made perfect, according to the virtue of the Law, and could be called “the perfect 
Christ? and lay hold of the Gospel 
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way of life and fulfill it. Why do you not also say that his time, for this reason, 
was cut short? For he might grow tired because of its length, and therefore 
found the short way to salvation: the cross! 

37. You raise him up on this [cross] as one unwilling, to die on his own 
behalf, and nonetheless for the whole world, since the glory of his ascension 
and his enthronement at God's right hand will not come to him in any other 
way, if he has not been perfected by martyrdom. I do not know" who, from what 
race of men, is, according to you, capable of undertaking such a great thing, so 

reat and outstanding an accomplishment of grace, exceeding not only human 
nature but that of all creation. 

38. He feared death, not in that he took our form on himself and destroyed 
our fear in himself, but fleeing from it himself headlong; and he would never 
willingly have accepted to undergo it, if he had not received such a long and 
wordy exhortation as you give, which you have contrived and attribute to the 
angel. For you do not hesitate to calumniate angels, in that you take the divine 
hymn of the angel, the victory song which he sang to Christ as God, as he stood 
on the verge of this wonderful and supernatural display of fear—true and 
genuine fear, of one face to face with death— ready to free [man] from man’s 
bitter tyrant; and you babble that it was spoken by the angelto a timid, cowardly, 
completely self-centered Savior,in the manner of persuasion or encouragement. 
For the phrase, An angel of the Lord appeared, comforting him,” means he was 
praising him and speaking on behalf of God, according to various Fathers, 
especially the Old Man of Cyprus—I mean the great Epiphanius; and as a 
support for this theory they produced the saying in the great ode of the divinely 
wise Moses, "And let all the angels of God comfort him” But in your impious 
interpretation, he needed the long speech of the angel, who strove to raise up 
the soul of Christ, prostrate and cast down in grief, from the fear of death. 
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ЛВ, Хов де yéyovev бАкб< те Kal дифруЕ orev), kal oby óÀov aov доттйебаа, 
Хорпсал тв дсевебаз тд ребиа, Neorópuos · el де kai xcpíjoat [D]toxvoev, 
дА ойк 191) ка! торрто:йсасӣо ка! тво: прохеол rà сд. т» BÀacomu ov 
удрата, où ууфилв pabupia (дтодоупоощал yap), ДАЛО. TH стегобадал 
rois mec. Абтдв не» yàp каб ýovyíav тй docBeig съуушбиетов, óÀov 
ат в екпепокас TOV OxETOV: éketvos дє След) év TL rv офу pas 
åpapevuáTwv aküBaAov eis тд kowóv пройтеие kai THY Өєотбкоѕ pwviv 
dmeyópevoe булуу, eüugyávos pev трдѕ Tas Gpxàs THs дЛде(ав [1377 A] 
tarápevos, ка! тў проту тод деой ду Kara oápka уєуутсє тт rácay 
é£fjs dvaip@v тоб иистур(ои dxodovbiav. "Ojos $ оду Aw ка! тту €oxdrny 
ётісєдіктр,ёёо Üelov хоробиетдтфудае тидтат,фубкаобувуеоруткет, 
aeAabels, ка! ту Сат дутёктісє rv adv иабтийтез пот». Атбурт 
ка! тайта. THY пдсат той дудрдв параст?аол фоеВеват, Е дгухов, fj paou, 
длгодекубута. Tov Aéovra. Е! дё tis amore? тойто (kai yap eiat буто 
amvorias да), ка! où ибифоцол, тод падоив дикалотвтои ye дутов, пе: тд 
Ш) дтотеи тфу тоойтот какфу ойк дроіро» ФАеухе: Tov fpadiws 
тотейоаута. Tò yap eis ovykaráÜeaw ётоціоу 


Scholion ad 21, duapevpdrav: dudpa тбттов čvða диеруетал vðwp V (25) 


27-8 é£ dvuxos ... Aeóvra: sententia proverbialis; cf. Alcaeus, frag 113; E.L. Leutsch et Е. С. 
Schneidewin, Corpus Paroemiagraphorum Graecorum (Göttingen, 1839-51; repr. Hildesheim, 
1958), 1.252; 2.165, 409 

VOP 2 elvat om. Р 11 той Харосатоу: Харосатёоѕ Р; 
15 де: тт О oxi O 

18 тф: тд V“ (corr. Torres), rod OP 19 rijs доевебаз О 
20-1 dpas duapevparwr: vaya pevpárwv Р 24 Aw; «Ло P 
26 дутетов О 28 brodexvivta — elow post бутос 


5 кота om, P 
12 тойтоу om. Р 


Хаџоусбтау У“; Хароодтат О 
17 ойк 191: обх: 8) О 
20 ёктётокас О 

25 хорой: хороо V 
transp. VO. 
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For he was in mortal danger, which shook everything inside him. 

Do you say all this is lies? I would give a great deal for it to be so. But now 
your marvelous and renowned attacks on the incarnation of God the Word, 
and the fictitious wars you make on opposing heretics, which are actually wars 
on the truth—though when you started battle against her and realized that the 
feat is impossible, you entitled your war against her as a war against heretics— 
as well as your ravings against the Magians, all proclaim this, as do the rest of 
your misinterpretations of the Scriptures. There is no place where the fruits of 
these wonderful labors of yours are not common talk; they began with Paul of 
Samosata, came down through the intervening generations to Diodore (who 
was your leader in these outrages), and were so cultivated by you, and developed 
to such a size, that your abundant river overshadows its godless spring. 

39. Then came your aqueduct, your narrow pipe, which could not receive 
the whole flow of your impiety: Nestorius. And even if he could receive it, still 
he didn't dare to pour forth the floods of your blasphemies for all—not through 
weakness of will (I am trying to make excuses for him!), but because there were 
too many of them to flow freely! For you associated with impiety in a leisurely 
way, and drank the full stream of it; but he, when he lifted up one piece of dung 
from your sewer, brought it out into public,and spoke only the word" Theotokos;" 
cleverly taking a stand on to the first principle of the truth, and in the first 
begetting of our God in the flesh destroying all the rest of the mystery which 
follows. Nevertheless, he was caught and paid the ultimate penalty, being driven 
out of the holy gathering with the impious theories he had cultivated from you; 
he paid the due fine for your doctrines. This is sufficient to present the whole 
impiety of the man, "showing the lion;' as they say, "by his claw? But if anyone 
does not believe this (for they are really unworthy of belief), I do not blame 
them, for such a feeling is most justified: not doubting such evils, after all, 
suggests that the person who is too ready to believe is not without a share in 
them! For if one is ready to agree, 
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ka. eis meîpav ётоцибтатоу. MAN ds ye 1) пера, ўу те Ex т» В ВАсо» 
адтод съуееуцеда. ка! Tv ёк тфу CydovvTwr adbrov áxqóapev, [B] 
дтисте и ойк еттрепеь, катер ед Хоутаз. Пос де kai дтоте и @uvaíumu 
TOV какбу THY перат ву биаотф oyeîv Kivduvevoas; 

и” Ot де (0096 yap «а: софой, п\ђи uóvov тод какопое(у), пе! ил) 
Õúvavraı Отер тотоу дтодоупаасдал, Tov uéyav ñutu mpore(vouo, 
ВосіЛ:оу уєурафбта те Додор ка! dmodeduevov айтой тога, ть 
пер! Tpid8os ovvraypárwv—où yap évavOpwriaews eimetv éyovow— 
dAdous тё twas тду Патерот Ñ уєурафбтаѕ 1) weuvynuevous адтоб 
mapevoxuKAovat. 

[С] pa’ Tov дё Qpryevnv où Üavpátovaw dri б тфу Üavuárov 
впотицов Гртудриоѕ, тду ёёітріоу ovvrárrow, pupious èykwulwv 
диво” eis adtov kókAovs; Ка! ті Ауо ‘Qpryévyv; ‘Отоу ye kai 
ArmroAwápios, 6 катӣ didpetpov айтф тв dAnbeias åroopadeis, pupias 
прдв aùròv ётіотоћаѕ усусупадал коитдбе: AÜavactov те той neydÀou 
Kal Saparriwvos, kai ye Tv аЛа баовтбте усубуас: Aap pol pworhpes 
ка! rs дА дебаз mpóuayor el д т THY GAY ето. xetpas Лавов Hy ó 
yvópipos Атоћуаріоо Tiudbeos ёккАо:остикт)и ovvrarres toropíav, 
одб’ GÀXov туй тобтосойтои mróvov акопду ебруав: пу TI AmroAwapíov 
avoTacw, Ту ёк wupiwy суукекрбтуке TOV åT айтой те Kai eis aùròv 
ypaperody те [D]kai avrvypapetody ётістолду. Ot § adroit por докобог 
Kat Anudv raya состђоєи "uiv, бт. кої ПабЛов aùròv Pwpalois 
auvéotyncer, ка! тду Tovdav ovvrárrew тф xop@ Trav фтостбЛо, 
тоАА@к TH Хотӯўр: ovvaMoÜévra. АМ dxovérwoay Kal трдѕ ðv, ws 
ei uéMorev Tas трбѕ Twas тди Патєроу уєурациёуаѕ пьатойдв прд ths 
алтдєіоѕ айдесодол, où Ocddwpov 7 Дидро ибро», дА. Kai QÀÀous 
тоААоў, ка! ods 009 adroit Вобдоттал, cvjrrapadéxeabar BiacOjoovrat. 


> 


6-8 (rov uéyav ... ovvrayuáTwv): cf. Basilius, Ep. 135, Diodoro Presbytero,1 (ed. Y Courtonne, 
II, 49; PG 32, 572 B) 9 (Aous ... adrod): cf. Joannes Chrysostomus, In laudem Diodori 
Episcopi (PG 52, 761-6): Theodoretus, Hist. eccl. 4.25.3-4 (GCS 44 [19], 263, 1. 20-264, 1. 5; 
PG 82, 1184 C5-11) 12 (трох): Gregorius Thaumaturgus, Prosphoneticus (ed. Н. 
Crouzel, SC 148,94-182 PG 10,1052-1104) 14-17 (uvpías ... трдиахов): cf. Apollinarius, 
Ep. ad Sarapionem: AFA 1, 3: infra p. 528, Il. 2-6 (ed. H. Lietzmann, frag. 159, 253, 1. 18-254, 1. 3); 
Ep. ad Episcopos Diocaesarienses: AFA 3: infra p. 560, ll. 5-8 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 255, 
1121-5) 22 (AmuGv): 2 Tim. 4.10; cp. Col. 4.14; Phim. 24 


VOP 4 ё om. O 
18 yrwpyswraros Р 
21 те om. P 
25 про: трд P 


Oxety: éyew O 


6 dxoAoyetoÜa, P 11 'Qpvyévg V 
19 о0де О i 


20 odoracw: cTácw О eis: mpos P 
23 ovvrdtre. О 


émigToÀÓv post урафеаафу transp Pe бе O 
26 uóvov post 8eó8copov transp. P 
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he is ready to experience. But for us, the experience we gathered from his books 
and heard from those who admired him will not allow us to disbelieve, even if 
we would like to. How could I not believe, who have run the risk of having the 
experience of this evil myself? 

40. They also—not wise, except in doing evil—since they cannot defend 
these things, point out to us that the great Basil corresponded with Diodorus 
and accepted one of his treatises on the Trinity—for they have nothing to say 
about the Incarnation—and they also smuggle in certain other Fathers who 
either wrote [to him] or remembered him. 

41. They do not admire Origen just because Gregory, named for the wonders 
he worked, when he composed his farewell address, went through countless 
meanderings of praise for him. And why do I mention Origen? Apollinarius, 
who fell from the truth in the opposite way, boasts that countless letters were 
written to him by the great Athanasius and Sarapion, and by other bright lights 
and defenders of the truth who lived at the time. If one picks up a copy of the 
whole ecclesiastical history which Timothy, the pupil of Apollinarius, put 
together, one would not find any other purpose to the work but to support 
Apollinarius by welding together countless letters written back and forth, from 
him and to him. The same approach, it seems to me, would probably recommend 
Demas to us, since Paul recommended him to the Romans, and would include 
Judas in the company of the Apostles, since he often met with the Savior. But let 
them take it from us: if they are going to revere any letters written by the Fathers 
above the truth, they will be forced to accept not only Theodore and Diodore, 
but many others, including those whom they do not wish [to accept]. 
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UB’ Оїоу де ату káxetvo- “Еф ols yap; расіу, “е0дбусте Ocddwpov 7j 
Addwpov, kai rods Aovrro)s Патёраѕ omavríovs edpioxopev? [1380 A] Ка; 
mpopépovoiw Tuy Lapamiwvos ev r0" 0 @eós Tov avO pwrrov пере Вайето? 


> 


BaouÀe(ou де ró “ó деофдров avOpwros,; rÀv тє 'pnyopiwv ékárepov, roô 
A / « А £z A 5 ^ / лос t А» ^ ` 
èv Àéyovros “дедв Aéyovro ду o) той Aóyou, тод ópwuévov де, тод 8€ 
^ , ^ 
qáakovros "xai той SovAou тодв ро)Лотаѕ, пер: бу 6 Дєстбтї<” тфу тє 
Aovrráv Патёроу тоайта riva перготиу(оттев влобеоио: Ae£e(8ua, ofdy 
H / «э Z > ` < , » Ае» / > ` ^ ^ 
сті Tó те “avéAaBe” kai “тросєїдлүфє” ка! “ёуєддсато” ка! тд “дитАоў< 
yap hv, kai даа, roaÜra. THs д:арорӣѕ бута, ÓgÀeyrikà ту oboiwdas 
€ / 2 ^ e € X ^ А 7 ` te. z > 
уоџиєуоу фбават той Хрьотой, émi пс: де КоріАЛоо rás “trroordceis 
‚ЖЬ t. / y » А А ез Z ,.. А Лес ^ » 
kai Tov ex Mapías дудраутот” kai тду“ек IIapÜévov табу: Ту де kpáoww 
ко! “dvdKpacwy,” 


3 Lapamiwvos: fort. Sarapion Antiochenus (с. 190-212; сЁ Eusebius, Hist. ecd. VI, 
12) 4 (ó дебфоров avOpwros): ср. ñ дебфороз odpé: Basilius, Hom. іп Ps. 59, 4 (PG 29, 
468 A15); De Spir. Sanct. (ed. C. Е H. Johnston, 31,1. 12; PG 32, 85 C7); Ep. 261,2 (ed. Y. Courtonne, 
III, 116,1.7; P 32, 969 C3); Basilius (2),In Isaiam 2.3 PG 30,241 А7-8); cf. etiam Theodoretus, apud 
Cyrillum, Apol. contra "Theod. pro XII Cap. (ACO I, 1, 6, 126, Il. 13-16; PG 76, 420 AII-Bl 
5 (@eós ... ópwpévov де): Gregorius Nazianzenus, Orat. 30.8 (SC 250, 240; PG 36, 113 A 11; cf. 
supra, 43: CNE Flor., Test.25,11.2-3) 6 (xai... deomd7ns): сЕ Gregorius Nyssenus, Contra 
Eunomium III, 3, 66 (ed. W. Jaeger, IT, 131,11. 8-10; PG 45,705 C13-14; cf. supra, 46: CNE Flor, Test. 
29,11.3-5) 8 (dvéAafle): e.g., Greg. Nyss., Ctr. Eun. Ш, 4 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 155,1. 20; PG 45, 
733 B12); Ps.-Justinus, Cohortatio ad Graecos 38 (PG 6, 309 B9) — (zrpoce(À)mge): cf. Greg. Naz., 
Orat. 39.13 (SC 358, 176); Ep. 101, ad Cledonium, 1 (ed. P. Gallay, SC 208, 42,1.4; PG 37 177 B12); 
Isidorus Pelusiota, Ep. 1, 323 (PG 78, 369 В6-7); Cyrillus Alexandrinus, In Joan. 8 (ed. P. Pusey, П, 
318, Il. 9-10; PG 74, 89 D2) Hom. Pasch. 1.6 (PG 77,424 02) 0 (редбоото): cf. Hippolytus, De 
Christo et Antichristo 4 (GCS 12, 6, l. 2 infra; PG 10, 732 B4); Athanasius, De Incarn. 44 (ed. C. 
Kannengiesser, 428,1. 36; PG 25, 176 A13); ibid. (ed. C. Kannengiesser, 428,1. 57; PG 25, 176 C6); 
Ctr. Arian. II, 9 (PG 26, 165 A12-13) 8-9 (OumAoUs yap Пу): Greg. Naz., Orat. 38.15 (SC 
358,138; cf. supra, 43: CNE Flor., Test. 24, 1.2); cp. Orat. 30,8 (SC 250,240-242; cf. supra, 43-4: СМЕ 
Flor., Test 25, ll. 4-5) 10 (Опостдавиз): cf. Cyr. Alex., Scholia 11 (ACO I, 1,5, 227,1. 11; PG 
75,1381 B1); Аро! ctr. Thdt.3 (ACO1,1,6,119,11.19,20et 120,1. 1; PG76,408 B4et 13) 11 (róv 
... dvOpwrrov): cp. Cyr. Alex., Thes. 21 (PG 75,361 04) — (róv ... vaóv): e.g., Cyr. Alex., De Ador. 
In Spir. et Ver. 9 (PG 68, 637 A9; cf. supra, 69 CNE Flor., Test 80,1. 3); In Joan. 1,9 (ed. P. Pusey, I, 141, 
1.2; PG 73, 161 B13-14; сЕ supra, 72: CNE Flor., Test. 84, ll. 11-12) 11 (kpaouyr): cf. Greg. 
Naz., Orat. 38.13 (SC 358, 134); Carm. II, 1,1. 612 (PG 37, 1071 A8); Nemesius, De Nat. Hom. 3 
(PG 40, 601 B4); Cyr. Alex., Ctr. Nest. 1.3 (ACO 1,1,6,22,1.7; PG 76,33 B7) 12 (дудкраси): 
cf. Greg. Nyss., Orat. Cat. 11 (GNO Ш/4,39; PG 45, 44 B2); Ctr. Eun. III, 3 (ed. W. Jaeger, П, 123, Il. 
17-19; PG 45,697 B 12); ibid. (ed. W. Jaeger, 124,1. 5; PG 45,697 C13); ibid. III, 4 (ed. W. Jaeger, 152, 
1.5; PG 45, 729 C3); Ep.3 (PG 46, 1020 C6); Hom. in Cant. 4 (ed. H. Langerbeck, Jaeger VI, 108, 1. 
11; PG 44, 836 D2); Cyr. Alex., Hom. Pasch. 8 (PG 77, 572 A7) 


VOP; ll 7-10 (rovatra ... Хротоб): VOPA 
4 ékarépov OP 5 Жуот O 6 ди: dv P 
ToiaÜra add.rà Л бута:бт dv О — post SnAwrixd add. ñ О 


1 gyoiv VOP 3 ó om. P 
7 до, О 9 ante 
10 post бе add. ye O 


11 post крбо add. re О 
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42. And this point of theirs is similar: they say, “In the points on which you call 
Theodore or Diodore to task, we find the rest of the Fathers guilty, too” And 
they produce for us Sarapion saying, “God put on the man,’ and Basil saying, 
“The god-bearing man? and each of the Gregories—the one saying, "He is said 
to be God, not of the Word, but of him who is seen,’ and the other saying, “And 
the stripes belong to the servant, concerning whom he is Lord"; and with their 
nails they scratch off similar little, sayings from the rest of the Fathers for us, 
such as “he took up,” and “he assumed,’ and “he put on; and “he was twofold, 
and phrases like these which express a difference between the essentially united 
natures of Christ. Above all, [they point to] Cyril's references to "hypostases" 
and “the man from Mary" and “the temple from the Virgin” But they do not 
hear these same Fathers speaking of “mixture” and “commingling’, 
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»« 


“oupgutav” те ко! “Вест, “ойно, re Өєоб” kai oravpóv; kai máDos" kai 
“дататоу” ка! трд тобто» “дєотєрау той Aóyov [B] rà odpra убита” 
тфу адтду Aeyóvrov ойк émotouou Ка! ri Sei Méyew пер! тв kar o9oíay 
Kal odawwdous évwoews, THY те шах бтдотаси тфу úo picewr, v ойдёъ 
EVLKWTEPOV Ñ сиифиестероу; 

Прдто> uv оду éxeivo oxometv ü£tov, дт ob пер! AéLewv Early ўш тд 
дифоВутобиетот, аА. пер! той трвпои той Лоо Kara Xpioròv 
pvaornpiov: тобто де оду тА ёк тпаде ў тпаде Tis Аебесов 7) evi 
ртибтоу вота éykpívew Ñ дгаурффесдал, GAN ёк ту протот apyar. 
Пергудр тойтав тдоа. a(peous д:астасійЃ є, пе! werd. Tas ёруйѕ mrávres 
mao. ката tas Aé£ews стифероттал, ws ка! abrav rÀv pagar ras Aé£ew 
сфєтєрібєсӣол, трд TOv oixelov тайтас akomóv épapuótovres. [C] Tives 
дє ciow ai rovrov дрхо.в O rpórros дтЛадт) тв évdoews oboiwd0s 


1 (ооџфиїар): cf. Greg. Naz., Ep. 101, ad Cledonium (ed. P. Gallay, 48,1. 20; PG 37, 181 C7; 
cf. supra, 45: CNE Flor., Test. 26,1. 5); Greg. Nyss., Ctr. Eun. Ш, 3 (ed. W. Jaeger, II, 131, 1. 10; PG 45, 
705 C15; сЕ supra, 46: СМЕ Flor, Test.29,1.5) (0с): сЕ Greg. Naz., Orat.25.16 (PG 35, 1221 
B6); Orat. 39.16 (PG 36, 353 B6) (alua @eod) cf. Ignatius, Eph. 1.1 (ed. Е X. Funk— 
K. Bihlmeyer, 82,1. 12; PG 5,644 A15-16); Greg. Naz., Orat. 45.22 (PG36,653A3-4) — (oravpóv): 
cf. Greg. Naz., Orat. 43.64 (PG 36, 581 A8) (dos) cf. Ignatius, Rom. 6.3 (ed. EX. Funk— 
K. Bihlmeyer, 100,1. 8; PG 5, 693 A2-3; I Clem. 2.1 (v. 1: ed. F. X. Funk—K. Bihlmeyer, 36,11. 7-8; PG 
1,209 A7); Танап, Or. ad Graecos 13 (ed. E. Schwartz, TU 4, 15, ll. 5-6; PG 6,836 АП); Melito, Frag. 
7 (ed. J. C. Th. Otto, Corp. Apol. 9, 416; = Frag. 8, PG 5, 1221 B19); Greg. Naz., Orat. 30, 1 (ed. A.J. 
Mason, 108, l. 10; PG 36, 104, C14) 2 (вбуатог): cf. Greg. Naz., Orat. 33.14 (PG 36, 232 


C3) 1-2 (alua ... Ó&vacov): cf. Cyr. Alex., Ep. 2 ad Nest.,5 (ACO I, 1,1,27,1.14-28,1.2; PG 
77, 48 A1-B2) Anathema 12 ex Ep. 3 ad Nest. (ACO I, 1, 1, 42, ll. 3-5; PG 77, 121 
D4-8) 2 (Oevrépav ... yévvgaw): cf. Cyr. Alex., Ep. 2 ad Nest., 4 (ACO I, 1, 1, 27, IL 5-12; 


PG 77,45 C9-D3); Justinianus, De Recta Fide, Anath. 2 (ed. E. Schwartz, 90, ll. 19-23; PG 86,1013 
D5-12); Conc. Const. II, Canon 2 (ACO IV, 1, 240,11. 8-11) 


VOR; IL 3-4 (kal ... gúcecov) et 1.13-p. 448, 1. 3 (rpómos ... 
VOPA 5 Фикфтерот: Фуфтероу P 
Aé£eis О 12 тадта О 


évwaw) (ab ó трбтгоз): 
11 катӣ тдс Аёє:с: катаћ є P; pera тас 
épapudlovras VO 
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“organic union” and “divinization, “the blood of God” and his cross and his 
suffering and his death, and more important than these, “the second begetting 
of the Word according to the flesh” And why need I mention the union in 
essence and essential union, the one hypostasis of two natures, than which 
nothing could be more unitive or organically one? 

First of all, we must consider this: that our controversy is not about 
expressions, but about the manner [of existence] of the whole mystery of Christ. 
We cannot simply accept or reject this [sc. our understanding of the mystery of 
Christ] on the basis of this or that formula or certain expressions, but from the 
basic principles. For every heresy breaks away over them, since beyond the 
principles everyone agrees with everyone else on terminology, so that they 
make even the phrases of the Scriptures their own, but adapt them to their own 
purpose. What are the principles behind our terminology? Clearly a manner of 
union 
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ЗАА” 5 ^ ` е 5 3 ^ À , > 0 ld А / 
GAN оў oxeru<@s yeyovars, ws evar év TH reÀAe(q дудротбтут: TOV Adyov 
v > е ^ е » 
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5 ` ^ ^ 
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À ^ # 3 / э, 3 x ^ > / € ^ 
стуМтейбаттев Патерев ümeqnjvavro. MAX obre тфу ёк Gupérpov ýuîv 
` ` > # е ГА ^ 
пров THY дА дет істашёроу, Tas, Ws оготтол, дриоттойаав adrois 
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which has come to exist essentially, not relatively, so that the Word is in a 
complete humanity—as the "inner man" coexists in us, according to the 
Apostle—and contributes to the definition of the whole [Christ] after the 
union, as the Fathers who condemned the Samosatean made clear. But we pay 
no attention to those who take a stand against the truth in direct opposition to 
us, proposing interpretations which, they think, suit them, so that we should 
proclaim with them mere seeming and imaginary [humanity] or a change and 
a confusion [of natures]; nor do we propose your own theory, as you have 
thought it up—defending an imaginary divinity, or your vain hope in a mere 
man, as if these ideas came from the Fathers. As I have said, our battle is not 
about formulas, but about the things themselves, and their union and organic 
relationship to each other; the Fathers thought this had happened in an essential 
way, but you introduce a relational and conceptual version of it, and therefore 
are forced to defend the worship of a man. What could be more irreverent than 
this? For it belongs to the impiety of Paul and Marcellus, Photinus and Nestorius, 
alone to think such things, since they openly define Christ as a mere man, a 
notion that each of the divine teachers of the Church individually, and all of 
them together, have disowned and denied with unanimous statements of 
rejection. Above all, the last Synod [denied this] the seal of all the holy synods 
which preceded it, which took place at Chalcedon—and which fully destroyed 
the bulwarks of your irreverence, reconfirming the Symbol of the faith. It 
acclaimed with glowing tributes the overthrower of your impiety, that true lion 
[sc. Leo] who justly rose up against the crafty fox Eutyches, and who scattered 
and annihilated with counter-arguments his concealed impiety, and crowned 
Leo with fitting honors. 

43. “But those heretics,’ they say, “were condemned, while no one had 
condemned these [of our party]? They achieved this, my good friends, not due 
to the fact that they were blameless, in themselves, but due to their taking good 
care to escape notice. For they did not dare to exhibit their impiety to many 
people, 
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since they knew this would be unsafe for them. Just so, the fact that the heresy 
of the Arians was raging at the time, and consuming the Church like a wildfire, 
offered opportunity to many—Apollinarius for one, Macedonius for another— 
to blaspheme without attracting attention. One could here appropriately use a 
medical analogy, and say that when two kinds of pain rack a body, the more 
severe obscures the less severe. So Apollinarius grew like an enlarged spleen (to 
use the words of your Interpreter, and concede you a point, even in our 
argument), acquiring an unnatural size in the run-down state of the whole 
body.I can compare your own undertaking to this same image. For the concern 
of the Fathers over the most necessary and urgent matters allowed the ancestors 
of your impiety to slip by them, especially since they feigned that they were 
drawn up fighting the same enemies as the Fathers on the question of the 
Trinity; therefore they captivated peoples attention, and furthered the 
possibility of their own escape by the appearance of unanimity. Evil is hard to 
detect, when masked with an expression of benevolence. 

44. But in the condemnation made against the unfortunate Nestorius (for he 
was indeed unfortunate, since he alone received the death sentence, after being 
handed the sword by others, as we say) they, too, have been expelled; for in what 
the Scripture calls "the fully taught disciple,’ who is “like his master,’ they have 
reaped [the fruits of] their own labors. Even so, if one should investigate this 
matter, he would find that they stand accused by many others, but especially by 
the most zealous opponents of your impiety, Cyril and Proclus: the former 
composed a whole work against them (though some dared to compose a 
rejoinder, which introduced a larger range of subjects than the original 
accusations), while the latter wrote his synodical letter to the Armenians, and 
there arranged the blasphemies of Theodore in chapters, to refute his impiety. 
And need I mention the holy Rabbula, bishop of Edessa, a man who was, they say, 
a prophet? When the enthusiasts for Theodore’s wickedness could not endure his 
frankness and reproaches, they attacked him, after countless other dangers, 
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by trickery, entrusting an insider [Ibas?] with performing the deed. 

If, in any case, we manage to persuade you with all of this, and you change 
your mind, even at this late hour, honoring the truth before persons, all the 
better—thanks be to God! But if not, we will shed tears for you, since you 
deserve laments and wailing, but we will let ourselves depend on God. Sharing 
in blessed hope, we shall never give up what our Fathers possessed, what they 
handed down and passed on to us so very generously, through those who came 
after them. And we shall undertake only one thing for ourselves: to keep this 
trust of theirs safe from harm, which the holy Church of God continues to keep, 
free from subtractions and additions, and will keep in this way until "the great 
appearance of our great God and savior Jesus Christ” to whom be glory and 
power for ever. Amen. 


PREFACE TO THE FOLLOWING EXCERPTS FROM 
THEODORE AND THE OTHER HERETICS 


We have taken the trouble to assemble a few samples of the many blasphemies 
of Theodore, to demonstrate his completely twisted view in regard to doctrine, 
so that from these we may win credence about the rest [of our argument], 
proving that we have not made false charges about him or those who think as 
he does. If it were possible to find all of his writings easily, we would not hesitate 
to make him the witness for all the charges we have laid against him. But since 
we have been able to find his book against the Incarnation only with difficulty 
and great effort and a good deal of planning (for they dare give his works to the 
uninitiated only very cautiously), therefore we have been able to collect in this 
present [florilegium] only sayings of his from his work against the Incarnation 
of the Savior. 
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And if anyone does not believe this, and is completely at leisure and has the 
ambition, let him seek out his vain labors on Genesis, or his book against Job, or 
the misinterpretation he wrote of the epistle to the Hebrews, ог indeed of those 
to the Corinthians and Galatians; his writings against the Magians, and the 
unilluminating preface to the sacred Psalms; his work on behalf of Eunomius 
against the illustrious Basil (for so I call his defense of [Basil], full of every kind 
of accusation); his turbid and blasphemous interpretations of Matthew and 
John and even Luke; and his arrogant and daring reproaches against the holy 
Apostles and Evangelists themselves, and other works of his, lest I mention 
them all. And he will see the abyss of all the impiety of Marcion and Valentinus, 
and in addition opinions and undertakings more disgusting and godless than 
that source of evil himself—I mean Manes. f 

We, as we have said, because we have not wished to leave what we have said 
against him entirely unsupported, by using (as I say) many schemes and 
methods, have only been able to find his treatise against the Incarnation, from 
which we have taken the trouble to assemble these excerpts. If God allows it, 
and time does not run out on us, we shall make another collection against him, 
in which we shall collect at leisure every one of his impieties from his own 
words, and show which heretic each of them is related to, on the basis of excerpts 
from them. Indeed, we shall show his entire dementia, and his opposition on 
every point of doctrine to all the holy Fathers, from their sacred works; and we 
shall, in addition, use arguments to refute him. For now, however, I shall be 
content with this summary work against him, lest he harm the simple by 
completely escaping detection. And may his followers realize that they have 
decided to follow a man whose impiety it is difficult for even the most eager 
imitator to attain. 
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10-11 2 Cor. 6.16; сЕ Lev. 26.12; Ezek. 37.27; etc. 


H] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, De Incarnatione 7: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. 
etiam: p. 454, Il. 9-13 (ойкобу... адтфу): Conc. Const. П, 4, 37, Test. 30a (57, ll. 17-21) 


VOP [1] 1 ante 9EOAQPOY add. TOY AXEBOYY P  AIPETIKOY om. Р ‘EK 
TOY om.O KAT:KATATH£Z P 2 EOTHPOZ: KYPIOY V 4 иадодеу OP 
5 yeyevíjaÜau: : убиеодал 81 е O 10 880: V то < де O 
Отохуебто P; похуестал O Луо О 11 адтфи: aórois P 12 67) тойтои: де 
тобто О vüvres:  Tapévres conj. Swete 15 mapéorn О ду om. P 
16 évouxeiv ante Aéyewtransp.P H: ПРО ante дуфукт add. dv P 17 айдтоб ante rjv 
oúoíav transp. V перикАейви: mepiBAémew соп). Swete 18 &AÀov: аудрдтоу О 
20 Aéyovras: Aéyovra соп). Swete post @eóv add. Adyov P 21 айтод post ovoías 
(1.20) transp. P — ueraóoúva, Р 22 де om. У évoíkgow: (крои О  адтфу VP 
25 адтодР 26 yíyveaÜauP = eónÜcorárov: ddAnbeordrwv Р 








Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 453 


1. FROM THE HERETIC THEODORE 
*ON THE INCARNATION OF OUR SAVIOR 
JESUS CHRIST, BOOK 7" 


If we learn how [God's] indwelling takes place, we shall also know the manner 
[of the Incarnation] and what is the distinguishing characteristic of that 
manner [of being]. Now some have argued that the indwelling occurs on the 
level of essence, others, on that of activity. Let us examine, therefore, which of 
these is true. First, let us try to reach agreement on whether [God] dwells in all 
people or not. Well, it is clear that he does not dwell in all; for God promised this 
as something special to the saints, or simply to those whom he wishes to have 
depend on him. Otherwise, why does he promise, “I shall dwell in them and 
walk in their midst, and I will be their God and they shall be my people,’ as if he 
were about to bestow something special on them, if indeed all people share this 
in common? So, then, if he does not dwell in all (for that is clear)—I do not 
simply say “not in all beings,” but even “not in all people” —there must be some 
distinguishing characteristic of indwelling, according to which he is present 
only in those in whom he is said to dwell. Now to say that God indwells on the 
level of essence is wholly inappropriate. For it is either necessary to restrict his 
presence simply to those in whom he is said to dwell, and he will not be present 
in all the others, which is a monstrous way to speak of the infinite nature of him 
who is present everywhere and circumscribed by no place; or else, if we do say 
that God is present everywhere in virtue of his essence, then he gives to all 
[beings] a share of his indwelling too: not simply to human beings, but even to 
irrational and lifeless creatures, if indeed we say that he accomplishes that 
indwelling by his essence. Both of these ways of speaking are clearly unfitting: 
for to say that God dwells in all creatures will be readily admitted to be 
untenable, and to circumscribe his essence is inappropriate, or indeed irreverent. 
Therefore it would be silly indeed to say that the indwelling takes place by 
essence. 
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One might say the same thing about his activity. For it is either necessary, once 
again, to circumscribe his activity by these individuals alone; and then where 
will our principle be, that God cares providentially for all things and governs 
everything and works what is right in all? Or else we will give all beings a share 
in his activity —which is right and consistent; for all things owe it to his power 
that they exist, each of them, and that they act according to their own natures— 
and then we will be saying that he dwells in all things. Therefore it is impossible 
to say that God realizes his indwelling either by his essence or by his activity. 

What, then, remains? What term shall we use, which will be seen to preserve 
the proper concerns expressed in this kind of language? Clearly it is correct to 
say that the indwelling takes place by his good pleasure."Good pleasure" means 
Gods best and most favorable will, which he directs towards those who please 
him by striving to depend on him, because he is benevolently disposed towards 
them. What this means is normally understood from the Scripture, and is 
contained in it. So the blessed David says, "His will is not in the might of the 
horse, nor in the legs of a man does he take his pleasure. The Lord takes pleasure 
in those who fear him, and in those who hope in his mercy" (Ps. 146.10-11). 
David means by this that the Lord does not choose to work with others or wish 
to help others, but only those, as he says, ^who fear him? They are the ones he 
prizes, and the ones he has decided to help and protect. This is the way, then, one 
ought to speak of God's indwelling. For since heis infinite and uncircumscribed 
in his nature, he is present to all; but in his good pleasure, he is far from some 
and near to others. In the same sense it is said, “Ше Lord is close to the broken- 
hearted, and he will save the lowly in spirit”; and in another place, “Do not cast 
me away from your face, and do not take your Holy Spirit from me? For he is 
near, in his attitude, to those worthy of this nearness, and, again, he is far from 
sinners: neither separated by nature nor standing nearer by it, 
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but realizing both of these in the relationship of his will. As, then, he is near or 
far in his good pleasure— for it is quite clear, from what we have said, what we 
mean by "good pleasure"; that is why we discussed the meaning of the phrase 
with such exactness—so in his good pleasure he accomplishes his indwelling, 
not by restricting his essence or activity to some and remaining separate 
from the rest, but by being present to all in essence and being separate from 
the unworthy in the relationship of his disposition. For in this way his uncir- 
cumscribed character is preserved more fully, when it is made clear that he is 
not held in any kind of constraint, by his natural freedom from circumscription. 
For if, being present everywhere in essence, he was present [everywhere] also in 
his good pleasure, he would be found, in another sense, to be obeying a kind of 
necessity, not determining his presence by his will but by the infinity of his 
nature, and having a will which follows nature; but since he is present to all by 
nature but withholds himself in will from some, as he pleases, and since the 
unworthy derive no advantage from the [natural] presence of God, the 
uncircumscribed character of his nature is preserved true and pure. So, then, he 
is present to some and separated from others by his good pleasure, just as if he 
were separated from the rest and united to these in essence. 

In the same manner that the indwelling takes place by his good pleasure, so 
his good pleasure alters also the manner of the indwelling. For what brings 
about God's indwelling, and what marks him out, who is present everywhere in 
virtue of his essence, as dwelling in some very few select ones—I mean his good 
pleasure—this surely leaves its mark also on the manner of the indwelling. For 
just as he is present to all in essence without being said to dwell in all, but rather 
is said to dwell in those to whom he is present by his good pleasure, so surely 
the circumstances of indwelling are not the same, but the manner of indwelling 
will also correspond to his good pleasure. When, therefore, he is said to dwell in 
the Prophets or in the Apostles, or in the just in general, [this means] he is 
realizing that indwelling by taking pleasure in the just, by being duly pleased 
with them as virtuous. 

We do not say, however, that the indwelling in him [sc. Christ] took place in 
this way—we would never be so mad—but as “in a Son” For that is the way he 
was pleased to dwell in him. But what does “as in a Son” mean? It means that he 
who dwelt in [Jesus] united to himself the whole of what was assumed, 
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пАе оп: тў) ppovýoe rots дёооси етВайАбътс, TOV де плегот TH хрбуф 
Tfj yupvacia. тойто просктошеуст. "Omep 67 болретсв адтф тарӣ rovs 
Хопто0в дЕ0терот 7) катд THY кошту Аикбат THY àvÜpáymrev тросуёуорє», 
єїкбтш$ Kal като, тд, üvÜpoymwa Éxew т. mÀéov óge(Àovru, 


; [2] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. ll. 11-18 (ойт... 
ёктћђрости): сЕ etiam Tim. Ael. (?), Liber contra Syn. Chalc. (103, ll. 26-104,1.2) 


VOP [1] 2 peréyew V 4 xarepydleobat: ёруабєсӣа P 

Р] 7 post AYTOY’ add. AXEBOYZ P 12 éavrQ: адтф V 
vücav: amacay прдѕ aùròv Р 
15 рё; де O 22 ка! ante тоААф transp. Р 
28 т}дкїдъ rv дудрутали: тфу Хоф fjÀucíav VO 


13 трдв адтду 


14 пр: rpós О éaur@: aórQ VP та om. О 
27 тойто: roÚr О 7: де P 
29 бре оутов VO 
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and granted that he [Jesus] should share, with himself, in all the honor in which 
he who indwelt, being Son by nature, had a share; the result was that he formed 
one persona (prosopon) [with Jesus], by reason of his union with him, and 
shared with him all his power. So he gave Jesus all that he needed to test and 
judge the world by himself and by his presence, even though the difference in 
their [i.e. the Logos’s and Jesuss] natural characteristics are clearly understood 
to continue. 


2. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


As, then, we, too, will be perfectly controlled by the Spirit, in body and soul, in 
the age to come, but indeed already have a kind of partial share in it, by which 
we are helped by the Spirit not to be forced to follow the calculations of our 
natural spirit, so too the Lord, who after this [= the resurrection] had God the 
Word perfectly and generally active within him, and was inseparable from Him 
in all his operations, even before this [= the resurrection] had him for most of 
the time, accomplishing in him most of what was required. Up to the time of his 
crucifixion Christ was allowed, in his poverty, to live a life of virtue for our sakes 
by his own efforts; but he was helped on by the Logoseven then, and strengthened 
so that he could fulfill completely all that was required. 

For right from the beginning, at his formation in the womb, he [Christ] 
enjoyed union with him [= the Word]; and when he reached the age at which 
the ability to distinguish between good and evil usually is present in human 
beings—indeed, even before that age—he showed a much more concentrated, 
much quicker power to judge these things than other people. For even in the 
rest of us, this power of judgment does not always develop at the same time; 
some grasp what is right more quickly, by greater intelligence, while others 
attain this over a longer period, by training. But this happened to him, in 
comparison with the rest of us, at a significantly earlier age than the common 
human norm, since—quite properly—he was bound to have a bit more in 
human resources, 
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Gow пер ойде ката THY кошу фбош тди аудротоу Стетекто ёк 
соудоаснод дубрбв тє Kai yuvaikos, GAN отд rhs belas той Пуебциатос 
évepyetas дієпётЛасто. Elyé тє ка! фоту o) тт” тоҳодсау прд тё 
крєїтт TH трдѕ тоу Өєду Adyov удави, Hs Kat HEiwTo катӣ mpdyvwou, 
тод дво0 Лбуоо dvwhev айтду évwoavtos éavrQ. Ойт ёл) Todtwy 
amdvrwy évekev «0805 пета THs д:акрісєоѕ ёсує ие” moÀM]v прдв +ó 
кокду дпехдеват, üoxérq) де сторуў mpós тд каАду éavróv ovváas, 
дуддоуот де тӯ oixeia пробёсє: kai THY ёк TOU Өєоб Aóyov cvvepyíay 
деубиетов, йтрептов Àoumóv THs ет! то хегро” ueraBoÀñs диеттресто: 
тобто uév 00т95 ойто) Ехат yrwpns, тобто де rs пройвавсв obras 
Siarnpouperys адтф тӯ ToU деой Aóyov avvepyía. Kai perher uév adv 
evtpapeia пћєісту еп axpiBeorarny рєт, eire TOV vóuov qvAárrov 
трд той Воатт(оцатов, [297]єїтє тту ëv TH хдрет: ретеу TOALTELaY uerá 
то Barriopa. ў 81) Kal Hiv TOV тбтот паре( (ето, 009 TLS Тит ет! тобто 
Kabtardpevos. Ойто) де Aovróv uera тту Qvdoraou Kal THY eis oùpavoùs 
ахау таде! Еос énurov Kal ёк THs ойкебав yvæuns THs Eevwoews &£v, 
птросє:Арос де тайтти Kal трд TOUTOD, Èv адтӯ TH діатАасє, TH той 
деатдтои єддокіа, дкр 1 Àoumov ка! THs évóoecs парехетал тту 
amdderéwv, ойдешат éycv кехоргацетти Kal дпотетитиетт évépyeuay 
тод деой Adyou, éycv дє дпатта év éavrQ Siamparropevov tov Oedv 
Aóyov dia ту прдв éavróv évoxaw. Ойто) уоду mpd êv той стаурод Kai 
пешфуто, брфиеи, Kal дъ фута yrwpilwyer, xad деЛифута. uavÜávopev, 
ко! дутообута. edpioKxoper, пе тер Kal THY прдйесш THS дрет?в map 
éavToU cvvewegépero. Kai uáprvs тду Аєуошёуоу Hoatas ó профитъз, 
Aéywv, “Adri при 7 yv@vat тд полд(от ayabov 7j какди, дте:де( поттр!о. 
той ёкЛёасдо то дуайдъ”. dnAoveri diaxpices шојђсаѕ uev éxetvo, TOOTO 
бе дуаттоаз: діакрісє: yap 1) ékAoyr) TavTws TH прдв TA xeípo yiverau. 
Пов оду“пріу 1] 


1-9 (ойде...дехбиетов): cf. etiam Sev. Ant. Phil. (137,11. 11-20; tr. 129,11. 13-22) 


19-20 Isa. 7.16 (LXX) 


VOP 1-2 0086... yvvaukós: "non enim seminis effusio respectu eius facta est" Sev. Ant. 
(quae verba post ушуолков [2] addere vult Richard, Muséon 56 (1943), 59-60) ётєтєкто: 
тетекто P 2 ovvdvacpod: ovvovoracpo О Betas той Пуебиатов: той Ocíov 
Пуейцатов P 3 ббатётдасто P où туи Tvxolcav om. Sev. Ant. 4 r ... 
буфови THY ... é&vwow P ў: O ка! om. P 5 айтди: адтфи V*; éavróv О 
évmoarra P 7 ante дпехдева add. r)v VO сърдфадаг P 8 dé: те VO 
ёк om. V — ovvépyeuay V 9 дтрептов: od трептдв О 11 фотетприта: P 
соуєруєіа P 12. ákpileorárqv: дкрвев тту P 13 прд: mpds О 14 67; 
10) О 17 де 0j О mpoerngas P ante raúryv add. ка! Рас тобттр: 
тайт VO +:Tm, O 18 evdoxiavO 19 дпотетитиетти: dzrorerayuévmv Р; 
блтєтттшёи о 23 dyvwodvra О 25 ў om. О momo Р 
26 éxeiva P 


27 тд xetpoy P 
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seeing that he had not been begotten in the ordinary, natural human way, from 
the coming-together of a man and a woman, but had been formed by the divine 
action of the Spirit. He had, too, an extraordinary attraction towards the good 
through his union with God the Word; he was deemed worthy of this by divine 
foreknowledge, when God the Word united him to himself from above. So, 
because of all of this, he possessed a great abhorrence of evil that was part and 
parcel of his power of judgment; and joining himself to the good with limitless 
love, receiving also a cooperation given him by God the Word proportionate to 
his ownstriving, he was preserved from ever changing for the worse, unswerving, 
for the rest of his days. This is the way he remained in his own will, and this is 
how his own efforts were preserved by the assistance of God the Word. 

And he progressed with the greatest ease towards the most perfect virtue, 
keeping the law before his baptism and sharing in the life of grace after his 
baptism; in this he provided us with a model, setting out for us a way to reach 
this end. So, too, after his resurrection and ascension into heaven, he showed 
himself worthy of the union in his own state of mind as well. He had assumed 
the union before this, in the very moment of his creation, by the good pleasure 
of his creator, and he provided afterwards the exact demonstration of what 
such a union means, showing no activity separate or divided from God the 
Word, but having God the Word in himself, accomplishing all things in union 
with himself. So, then, before his crucifixion we see him hungry; we know him 
to be thirsty; we learn he was afraid; we discover he was ignorant. At the same 
time, he also strove after virtue by expending his own human effort. 

And Isaiah the prophet is a witness to what we have said, where he says: 
“Therefore before the child knows good from evil, he will refuse to comply with 
evil, so that he may choose the good” (Isa. 7.16 [LXX]). Clearly, it is by his own 
judgment that he will hate the one and love the other; for choice, surely, grows 
out of a judgment of what is wrong. How, then, is this accomplished “before 
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yvavat TÓ тоаб{оу” тодто Óuampdrrerau Тоутеоть први еп” èkeivns 
усуесдал тв Areias ev $ advnbes rots Aovrrots Фудраутов позебодол ть 
практєоу THY idk piow, éyovros адтод т TÀéor ка! ёёаїрєто> mapa Tods 
Аоито®< дудраутоив. Ei yàp ёт ka тар hiv edpioxerat modrs ута, 
pev тту Аска, тола) де ouvéoecos ет!де ии mapexópeva, ws eis бойца, 
aye rovs дрфутав tà Tó pelova THs А икбаз тту oixetav émelkvvoOa, 
фрдуцаси, TOAAG дулгоидеу ёкєїуоу róv дудротоу áravras brrepBaiver 
éxp'jv Tots кат адтду avOpwrous. 


[B] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОУ 


"Inaoós де mpoékomrev kig ка! copia Kai хдрет: тарб те Oed Kal 
дудротовв” Hirig шеу yap mpoékomre, тфу ypóvwv mpofouvóvrov. 
соіа де, катӣ THY THY xpóvcv mpóo8ov, THY обуєси просктфиетов: 
Хӣріті де, дкбЛоудот тў ovvéoe kai TH угфав: тту дретти ueri, СЕ djs ў 
тора Өєф xápis айтф тту прообукти éA&ufavev- Kal Фу тйс roúrous 
проекопте Tapa re Oed ка! дудроутовв, TOV ше бруто тт)» прокопти, 
тод де ойу брдутов џбуоу ФА. Kal émwaprvpoüvros [298]Kai 
cvvepyotvros то yuvouévots. ДђЛоу де dpa кдкебио, ws тїр aperiy 
дкруВестербу те xai perà mÀe(ovos впАтрои THs ebxepe(as 7] rots Àovmots 
дудроповв v дугатду, dow Kal катӣ. mpdyvwow тод бтої8$ Tis Zora, 
vocas abrov б дедв Adyos éaur@ ди айтў тӯ rhs SuarAdcews дру, 
peilova тєрєїүє тђу пар éavroü avvepyiav mpòs тту тфу дєбутау 
катбрӣоси», drép тв dmávrcv owTypias rà кат aùròv olkovojuv, Kal 
тарорш®» еи èri rà тєАєотєра, ётікоофібоу де айтф Tov kÓmov тд 
TÀéov, eire TOV ката THY уту, eire kai Tv ката тд сдџра, Kal obras 
айтф peilovd те ка! kovgorépav тв àperífs karaokeválov тту 
ExrAn poa. 


[3] 10-11 Luc. 2.52 


[3] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid: fragmentum hic primo ex integro inventum. 
ll. 17-26 (hdo ... émrAjpootv): cf. etiam Tim. Ael. (?), Liber contra Syn. Chalc. (104,11. 6-15) 


VOP [2] 1 postzrpivadd.7j P 
om.O 5 епде ии om. O 

[3] 9 TOY AYTOY! om. О pos AYTOY add. AXEBOYZ P 
11 проекопте: прокбпте V 12 rÀv xpóvov om. О 
15 ту прокопт” om. О 17 yevopévois V 
20 adrév: atta V тӯ om. VO 
22 mávrovP та кат айтду: катд тадтду О 


3 ботев О титд P 4 ётиёотР кої 


10 те om. P 


14 ante Oed add. тд V 
18 eùyepeías: ebyapiotias V*P 
21 rjv: тӯ О — cwvépyeiav V; owvepyía О 
24 rjvom.V кайот.Р 
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the child knows"? This means: before he reaches the age in which it is usual for 
the rest of the human race to make a judgment on what is to be done, since he 
had something extra, something outstanding in comparison with the rest of the 
human race. For if even among us one often finds children of a tender age who 
show much evidence of intelligence, so that onlookers wonder because they 
show a personal understanding beyond that normal for their years, surely Jesus 
must have exceeded by far all the men and women of his time. 


3. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“Jesus advanced in age and wisdom and grace before God and men" (Luke 
2.52). For he advanced in age, as the years went on; in wisdom, by growing in 
understanding along with the passing years; in grace, by pursuing virtue 
according to his understanding and knowledge, for which reason grace in 
God's delight increased within him. And in all these respects he progressed 
*before God and men": humans saw his progress, while God did not only see it, 
but testified to itand cooperated with what happened in his life. For this is clear: 
that he lived up to virtue more exactly and more easily than was possible for the 
rest of humanity, inasmuch as God the Word, foreseeing what sort of person he 
would be, united him to himself in the very first moment of his formation, and 
gave him greater cooperation, from his own resources, towards accomplishing 
what is right, bringing these things about in him for the salvation of all. And he 
spurred him on to more perfect things, and relieved him, for the most part, of 
toil—toil of soul and even of body—and so made it possible for him to lead a 
life of greater virtue, with less difficulty. 
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[4] TOY AYTOY AIPETIKOY-'EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


“Нуото pev yàp é£ дрх?в тф деф ó Мурде кота mpóyvoaw, в» abrh тӯ 
дьатАдав: Tis иђтраѕ THY катарҳту THs Evwaews SeEdpevos. "Hoy де Tis 
вуфаеос HEvapevos, йтаутоу érÚyxavev боозу єікдѕ ñv avOpwrrov Tvyeîy 
ývwuévov TQ Movoyeve? ка! ту бот Дєотбтт, шє:Ќброу dćioúuevos 
mapa тойв Aovro)s дафпер айтф ка! TÓ тв évðcews Єёа{рєтоь 
cvvéBauvev. НЕ: уоби ка! тв тод Пуейишатов évoucjoeos прфтод 
mapa тойв Àourous дидраопоив, kai HEwOn тойтув оду óuolws тос 
Àoumots: обтов pv yap GAnv тту xápw тод Пуейцатов év éavrQ) едебато, 
érépous де ерикту rra petye той mavrós Пуебиотов ту perovaiav. Ойто) 
dé ка! évepyetv èv адтф drav тд Ilveüua ovveBawev: тд uév оду 
фдеуубието, кол” айттуу Tis оу THY mpopopay, дудрсутов у, т} де ye 
TOV Aeyopévov дОтацив поАЖ Tis Kal дидфоров. 


[5] TOY AYTOY AIPETIKOY-'EK TOY Н AOTOY 


“Kayo тту 8ó£av ўу дедокдв por дока ойто. IIoíav тайтти; Tod т< 
violeaías ueraAaBetv. Татту yap &aflev адтдѕ кота тд avOpwmwwov, 
Воттисдєіѕ mpórepov èv тФ Topódun, етдо. 87) kai простипойто ви abr тд 
Tuérepov Ваттісра, т] те yuvouévm avayevynots ewaptupetro TH потрик? 
фоуӯ Aéyovros," Обтдв ёоти ó Yids uov ó йуолттүтд<, ëv Ф evddKyoa. Kat 
то Пуєдро катеЛйду éuewev ёт’ adbrov, kaba kai jets & Tó Ваттісџаті 
тобтоу ueréxew Фие оцет: бтєр Aovróv ёёалрётос атф тар Huds 
просуёуоуе, Sia тв прдв TOV деду Aóyov ёусдсєаѕ тойтоу ueréxovri dv 
б kara фа» Yids. 


[5] 15 Joan. 17.22 19 Matt. 3.17 

[4] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. ll. 2-7 (рото 
... суиеВалиет): cf. etiam Tim. Ael. (2), Liber ctr. Syn. Chalc. (104, ll. 16-19); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. 
Ш, 15 (254, Il. 14-22; tr. 178, П. 30-6), ll. 2-11 (ўуото ... cvvéBauvev): Sev. Ant., Phil. (156, 
1. 7-20; tr. 128,11. 16-30) 

[5] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 8: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP [4] 1 AIPETIKOY: АХЕВОУХ P ЛОГОҮ от. О 2 post Өєф add. 
Aóyw Tim. Ael., Sev. Ant. 4 боси: бсоу VO 6-7 дашпер... ovvéBauvev: “quanto 
celsior erat unio, quae ipsi iam obtigerat" Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. post é£aíperov add. efvar VO 
8 дудротоис iter. О“ 9 èv éavrQ om. P 10 érépav Р mapetxye post mavrós 
11 a)rQ:éavrQ O 
15 той: то P 17 ёл еп” P 

21 peréxew: rv'yxávew P 


transp.P — vavrósom.Sev.Ant.  Пуебиотов om.P 
[5] 14 AIPETIKOY: AZEBOYZ @EOAQPOY P 
18 yuyvouévg VO 


19 з0дбкпса P 20 aórQ V 





Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 465 


4. BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


He who was assumed providentially was united from the beginning to God, 
receiving the first effects of the union in his very formation in the womb. Judged 
worthy of union in advance, he received everything that it was fitting for a man 
who was united to the Only-begotten and Lord of all to receive; he was held 
worthy of greater gifts than others, simply because the supreme gift of union 
was also his. For he was judged worthy, before all the rest of the human race, to 
have the Spirit dwelling in him, and he was judged worthy of this in a manner 
different from the rest: he received the whole gift of the Spirit in himself, but 
granted to others only a partial share in that whole Spirit. And so it was that the 
whole Spirit was active in him. What spoke, as far as the utterance of sound was 
concerned, was a man, but the power of what was being said was something 
great and distinctive. 


5. BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE EIGHTH BOOK 


"And the glory which you gave to me I have given to them" (John 17.22). What 
is this glory? That of sharing in sonship. For he received this, in his humanity, 
first of all when he was baptized in the Jordan, where our baptism was 
foreshadowed in him. And the rebirth which was being accomplished was 
attested when the voice of the Father said, “This is my beloved Son, in whom I 
am well pleased" (Matt. 3.17). And the Spirit descended and remained on him, 
just as we, in baptism, were going to share in it—though this was given to him 
in a surpassing way, compared with us, because he shared in what the one who 
is Son by nature has, through his union with God the Word. 
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[6] TOY АҮТОҮ. ЕК TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


» ^ ^ 
Tlavraxdbev apa д7 ог ws переттду uv тд тўс Kpdoews Kal amperes ка, 
е 2 A л 
дфаридбоъ, ékáorgs Tdv picewv да тов ёф боот?в pewdons. 
£ х, ^ > ^ 
ПродтАоу де ws тд Ths évócecs epappdlov- did yàp тайт avvayÜctoa, 
/ 
ai púoeus ви mpdowrov ката, THY évwov дпетеЙедат. Qore бтєр ó Kúpios 
> Ў ^5 Ó ` ` ^ / «=, 3 ГУ 3.7 $ Ф > ` 
ет те TOU дудроз ка: TNS yvvaucos фто, “Rore oukérT, Etat OVO, GAA 
/ › ЖА. ^ ^ 

сарЕ pia; єїтоцієу àv Kal ўе єікбтос катӣ тду Ths évóoews Aóyov, 
«t, 5 Ë в а ó 2 2 LAN’ а » ó À / ^ tA 

Qare ойкетп ва! ддо mpóowma GAN Фи” ómÀovór, тфу picewv 

Uu ^ ^ ^ ^ 
O.akekpuaévov- фапер yap éket o Avpaiverar TQ Фрдиф тўѕ дидбов тд 
щат Леусода: тт одрка--прбдудот yàp Kal? 6 ula Aéyovrau—obro) 
^ 5 ^ ^ ^ ^ 
кдутайда o) Avpaiverat тӯ тду фбавал д:афорб тод просотоо ў Evwais. 
` А ГА ^ ^ 
“Orav реу yap Tas púceus Siaxpivaper, reAe(av THY фбаш той деой Aóyov 
` ` / , A 

paper, kai TéÀetov TÒ mpdawmov—ovde yàp ampdawrov ёсти brdoTacw 

5 ^ , \ ^5 
eimety—reÀeíav де kai THY ToU дудроутои púouv, kal TÓ прбсотоу биойсос: 

$ ¥ 

Órav иёутоь ётї THY avvágeiav дт!дорет, Ev прдасупот тбте qauév. 


[7] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY AYTOY AOTOY 


` 5 ` \ / 5 ^ 307 ` ^ ^ 2 \ з f 
Tov aùròv 61) Tpórov кдута0да, idiav ganév той деой Aóyov тт)» oúoí(av, 
ідѓоу бё ка! тту тод дудрфтои: Siaxexpysévar yap at púceus, év де 


[6] 6-7 Matt. 19.6; cf. Gen. 2.24 


[6] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum primo hic Graece inventum. Cf etiam: Cod. 
B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, d. 10° (69, 1. 19-70, 1. 13; 1, cum Test. 7 coniunctum); ЇЇ. 4-9 (трбётуАо>... 
Siaxexpiéver): Pelagius II, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 29 (122, ll. 8-11); ll. 4-15 (zpó8mÀov ... 
paper): Justn., Ctr. Tr. Cap. 52 (60, П. 14-23); Conc. Const. П, 4, 36, Test. 29 (57, ll. 4-14); 
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6. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


In all respects, then, it is clear that the language of "mixing" is limited and 
unsuitable and unfitting, if each of the natures remains indestructibly as it was. 
But itis even more clear that the language of "union" is fitting: for by this means 
the natures are brought together and form one persona (prosópon) in the 
manner of union. So that what the Lord said about husband and wife, "they are 
no longer two but one flesh” we could properly say, too, about the structure of 
the union: “They are no longer two personas but one"— that is, if we distinguish 
natures. For as in the case of marriage their being called “one flesh" is not 
harmed by the number two— this is already clear in the way they are said to be 
one—so also here, the union of persona is not harmed by the difference in 
natures. For when we distinguish the natures, we say that the nature of God the 
Word is complete, and his persona is complete—for one cannot speak of a 
“hypostasis” without a "persona" —and the nature of the man is complete, and 
so also his persona; but when we consider the connection, then we say there is 
one persona. 


7. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


In the same way, we say here, too, that the essence of God the Word is one thing, 
and that of the man another; for the natures are distinguished, but a single 








10 


15 


468 ПРОХ TOYS NEZTOPIANOYX 


TÓ прдаоутоу тў ever длотеобиетот. Rore кдутайда, órav pev rds 
qceis Siaxpivery перфиеда, réAewov тд трбетшттоу paper evar тд тоў 
дудротои, твои де ка! тд тв девтутов: Grav де mpós THY Сусооцр 
атоВАёроше», тбте ву рол тд прбастот рро Tas pioers курбттоцеу 
ouvvyupévws, THS те дудратбтутов тў дебтут: THY тард. тв ктісєос 
тилу Óexopévms, Kal тв дедтутов Фи abr) dura ëzureÀoúoTs тд. S€ovra, 


[8] TOY АУТО. ЕК TOY Ө?ЛОГОҮ 


s ^ ГА \ коз / » 5 ^ £. # / и 
Еутойда тойрох тд "éyévero" obdayds érépws АёуєсӨол Bvvápuevoy 
ебрукациет 3) ката 70 бок«Ти: Ó 61) kai aùrò Aeyópevov ¿v тӯ бєй. Граф, 
ка! идМота, ёті тод Kupíov дг érépwv, èv rois dvwrépw axpibéorepov 
š z ^ ^ ^ «t / А 5 ГА > ^ ` ^ э ` 
é6.6d£onev. Tò yàp докє “ó Adyos сдрЕ éyévero”: тд де докеби, o) ката, 
` ` РД ГА id > ^ > \ \ \ \ A ©, \ 
тд u) єіАтрёраг сарка. 9107, 4Адд, Kata тд ил} усусуйадол. “Orar uèv 
А «ЕД » А x N ` Š ^ 1A M ^ ` 1A бе Ле v А 
удр“ЛаВеу” Лут, où катӣ ró докє?, аАа kara +ó аЛ Aéyev órav де 
/ ^ 
“ёуёуєто, тбтє катд тд доке од yàp ueremovijÜn eis aápka. Просєктєоу 
£ ^ ^ ^ 
оўу тт Ot&vouav тод evayyedoTod: ойто yàp yvwoépela той Aeyopévov 
тту Óbvapav. 


[9] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОУ 


[7 А CN, p ^ А \ ° / I ^ ^ 3i —X ^ ^ 
Orrep yap ég роду ката ттуу év тбто Аёуєтал oxéow, тобто еп! той Oeod 
Kara THY THs yvóuNs. Qs yap payer ёр Huddy Ore “ev тфде yéyova тф 


[8] 11 Joan. 1.14 13 (€AaBev): cf. Phil. 2.7 

[7] p. 466, l. 17-p. 468, 1. 4 (róv aùròrv ... empúrronev): Theod. bar Koni, Lib. Schol. 9 
(2, 190, 11. 21-5; 1, cum Test. 6 coniunctum, licet cum omissionibus) 
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persona is produced by the union. So that here, too, when we attempt to 
distinguish the natures, we say that the persona ofthe manis complete, and that 
of the divinity is complete; but when we consider the union, then we proclaim 
that both natures, taken together, form one persona, with the humanity 
receiving the honor due the divinity from all creation, and the divinity 
accomplishing all that is right in the humanity. 


8. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE NINTH BOOK 


Here, then, we have found that “he became” cannot have been meant in any 
other way than referring to appearances; we have shown clearly above that this 
is said in the holy Scripture, especially by others with reference to the Lord. In 
appearance, after all, “the Word became flesh": appearance not in the sense that 
he did not take up true flesh, but in that he did not become it. For when it says 
“he took? it says this not in the sense of appearances but in that of truth; but 
when it says “he became,’ then it is in the sense of appearances; for he was not 
transformed into flesh. We must adhere to the mind of the Evangelist; for thus 
we shall understand the meaning of what is said. 


9 BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


What is said of us about our spatial relationships, is said of God about his 
relationships of will. For as we say about ourselves, “I was in this place,” so we 
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say of God that he “came to be here”: since what movement brings about in us, 
willing brings about in God, who is present by nature everywhere. 


10. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE TENTH BOOK 


“And an angel appeared from heaven to comfort him. And falling into agony, he 
prayed more intensely; and his sweat became like drops of blood, falling onto 
the ground.’ So we learn from what is said that Christ clearly endured a struggle, 
and this no ordinary one. 


11. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


What are the consequences of the phrase, “who came down from heaven” and 
of “who is in heaven”? For each is cancelled out by the other: the “coming down 
from heaven” by the “being in heaven,’ and the “being” by the “coming down.” 
But he came down by indwelling in the man; he is in heaven by being present to 


all, in the uncircumscribed fullness of his nature. 


12. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Let us, then, examine who the man is, about whom the prophet is amazed and 
struck with wonder, that the Only-begotten thinks him worth remembering 
and caring for. 
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That this is not said about every human being has already been shown above; 
that itis not about just any chance person is also clear. To bypass all possibilities, 
let us accept the most credible source of all, the witness of the Apostles. 


13. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE TWELFTH BOOK 


For this reason he did not say, Не spoke to us in the Son,’ but “in a son; which, 
by being said in this unspecified way, could mean both with the same expression: 
first of all indicating the true Son—by "true Son" I mean him who obtained 
sonship by natural begetting—and then also embracing in its meaning the one 
who truly shares in his status through union with him. 


14. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Well, will they now stop this shameless wrangling, and refrain from empty 
vindictiveness respecting the obvious meaning of what is said? For he says, 
“leading many sons to glory" See, the Apostle is obviously including the 
assumed man with everybody else in the category of sonship: not sharing in 
sonship in the same way they do, but similar at least, in that he has received 
sonship by grace, with the godhead alone possessing natural sonship. For it is 
perfectly clear that the special status of sonship is peculiar to him [- Jesus] in 
comparison with the rest of the human race, through his union with him [- the 
Word]; therefore he [= Jesus] is also understood in our use of the title"Son? But 
they contrive the argument against us that if we speak of two complete beings, 
then surely we will be speaking of two sons. But notice: 
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he is also referred to simply as "son" in the Scripture, when [all suggestion of] 
divinity is removed and he is included among the rest of men; and we do not 
therefore say there are two sons. No, the Son is properly confessed to be one, 
since the difference in natures ought necessarily to remain, and the union of 
persona ought to be preserved inseparable. And when he says, “leading many 
sons to glory’, he adds: “to perfect through suffering the pioneer of their 
salvation? See how clearly he says that God the Word perfected the assumed 
man through sufferings, the one whom he has called “the pioneer of salvation,’ 
to establish him as both the first one judged worthy of it and as being the cause 
[of it] for others. 


15. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


For to all of these, according to our interpretation, they continue to apply the 
name of son; for since what is said is put in a more or less human way, they held 
it right to use this word [i.e. "Son"], which also happened to be his title. And 
[they say] that the name "Jesus" is the name of the assumed man, just like the 
names of the Apostles "Peter" or “Paul” or similar names, and it was given to 
him as a name after his birth from Mary. 


16. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


But they say in reply to this that the name “Jesus” means salvation. And how, 
they say, could a man be called savior? They have forgotten that the son of Nun 
was also called Jesus, and the remarkable thing was that he was not called this 
by some chance at birth, but had his name changed to this by Moses. 
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П, 4, 57, Test. 48 (62,11. 15-19); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 168, Test. 49 (277,11. 5-10) 

[19] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
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It is clear that this could not have been given to a man, if it simply signified 
the divine nature. 


17. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“God, who spoke to the fathers through the prophets in a variety of ways and 
means, in these last days has spoken to us in a son.” Clearly here “in a son" is 
shown to be referring to the man. 


18. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


... So that he does not only call him "Son" in order to distinguish him from God 
the Word, but he is arguably including him, by the category of sonship, with the 
rest of those who share in that sonship; after all, he [= Jesus], too, shares in 
sonship by grace, not being begotten from the Father in a natural way, even 
though he has, in comparison with the rest of us, the advantage that he acquired 
sonship by means of union with him: which grants to him a more authentic 
share in the reality of it. 


19. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


“... And you shall call his name Jesus. He will be great, and will be called the Son 
of the Most High.’ See, then, how when he [= Gabriel] announced the birth 
from Mary—that is, birth according to the flesh—he ordered that he be called 
“Jesus” but foretold that he would come to be called “Son of the Most High": 
rightfully commanding that the one [title] be imposed as the proper name of 
the one to be born, 
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[21] 9 1 Tim, 3.16 [22] 15-16 Matt. 3.14 


[20] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[21] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 13: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: 
Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14669, f. 17b (80, 1l. 1-8); Conc. Const. II, 4, 62, Test. 53 (63, ll. 20-3; 1); Vigilius, 
Constitutum I, 179, Test. 54 (280,11. 2-7; 1) 

[22] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
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and prophesying that he would be called by the other, since the name was a 
symbol of the honor which his share in the reality would duly secure [for him]. 


20. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


It is clear that in making a distinction between natures we are preserving, surely, 
our insight that God the Word is said to be Son according to natural begetting, 
and that the man enjoys the status of son, much greater than what is his own, 
because of his identification with him. 


21. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE THIRTEENTH BOOK 


“Who appeared in the flesh, was justified in the spirit.’ Saying that he is “justified 
in the spirit” [means] either that before his baptism he kept the law with fitting 
exactitude, or else that even after it he continued to fulfill the life of grace, with 
the help of the Spirit, with a great deal of exactitude. 


22. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Not even what was said by John to him, the phrase “I need to be baptized by you, 
and do you come to me?”—not even this cancels out the fact that the one being 
baptized is a human being. For it befits him even in virtue of his humanity, since 
in his very virtue he greatly surpassed John; and because of the divine nature 
dwelling in him he was justly recognized as having a status not only above John, 
but above all human beings and even above creation. 
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[25] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
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23. BY THESAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


And therefore the Lord, wanting to demonstrate his endurance and his 
philosophical character in the face of a lack of food, does not demand that this 
occur [i.e. that stones become bread]; and showing that he is less interested in 
nourishment, and that nothing is more valuable to him than virtue, he says to 
him [Satan]: “Not by bread alone does man live,but by every word coming from 
the mouth of God” 


24. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


For the devil was eager to persuade him that God took no thought for him; and 
therefore he said, “If you are the Son of God, do this” meaning: “Show by ап 
action that God cares about you” And he himself made great promises, so that 
he might separate him from God by that suggestion and then win him for 
himself by the promises. And in the first temptation he put bread before him, 
enticing him with pleasure to follow the temptation. 


25. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


Therefore the Lord, who bested him [= Satan] all three times, bestowed the 
victory over him on all of us. For by not demanding that there should be bread 
from God, he showed himself stronger than pleasure; by not throwing himself 
down, he disdained glory, persuading everyone that it meant nothing to him; 
and by the third gesture he, who ruled over the world's goods, showed that he 
was mastered by none of them as much as he was by reverence [i.e. for God]. 
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[27] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Conc. Const. 
П, 4, 63, Test. 54 (64, ll. 2-12); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 182-3, Test. 55 (281,11. 2-15). 

[28] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 15: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. 
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26. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE 
FOURTEENTH BOOK 


Hence such great honor was attached to the man, who was found worthy of the 
divine indwelling and of sitting at the right hand of the Father and of being 
worshipped by all creation. For God would never have simply assumed a man 
and united him to himself, bringing it about that he be worshipped by all 
creation, without a good reason; nor would he have allowed rational natures to 
worship [him], if what had happened to him were not a common benefaction 
for all creation. 


27. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


We rightly say this same thing about the Lord as well, since God the Word knew 
his virtue, and in fact according to this foreknowledge, right from the beginning, 
at the first moment of his formation, was pleased to dwell in him and united 
him to himself by the relationship of will; he gave him a greater measure of 
grace, so that the grace given him might be given to all people who come after 
him. Therefore [God] preserved undiminished his free choice for the good. We 
do not say this, that the man had no free choice [of his own], but that he 
preferred the good, or rather that a very great longing for the good and hatred 
of evil was characteristic of his faculty of choice. And these habits of choice 
were preserved uncontaminated in him from the beginning, by God's grace, 
since God knew clearly what sort of man he would be, and in fact provided 
great support for him, by the cooperation of his own indwelling, for the sake of 
the salvation of all of us. Therefore one would not call it unfair that a gift 
excelling that of all [of us] was provided for the man assumed by the Lord. 


28. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE FIFTEENTH BOOK 


When they ask, then, “Is Mary the mother of a human being or the mother of 
God?” let it be said, on our authority, “Both’—the one by the nature of his reality, 
the other 
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[31] TOY AYTOY-'EK THX AYTHE IIPATMATEIAX, 
ЛОГОУ Г. ОХ ЕК IIPOZOIIOY TOY XPIXTOY 


orn S \ а ел ô , A ^ 76 А А А 5 if / 
YW LEV, OV OPATE, OUVALLAL LEV TOLELV ойдеи ката тту оке ат giat, 


[31] 20 (¿yo ... одер) cf. Joan. 5.19, 30 


[28 cont.] Cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Phil. (156, ll. 21-8; tr. 128, 1, 30-129, 1. 3); Ctr. Gram. П, 15, 
(134, 1. 25-135, 1. 2; tr. 105, ll. 2-9); Conc. Const. II, 4, 52, Test. 43 (61, Il. 6-10); Vigilius, 
Constitutum I, 156, Test. 44 (272, l. 22-273, l. 4); Cyr. Alex., Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 2, apud 
Conc. Const. II, 5, 11 (80, Il. 9-13; 1) 

[29] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ etiam: Conc. Const. 
П, 4, 33, Test. 27 (55,11. 24-6; 1); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 115, Test. 28 (262, ll. 2-4; |); Pelagius II, Ep. 
3 ad Episc. Histr., 77 (121, ll. 35-7; 4) 

[30] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, Contra Apollinarem, 4: fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ 
etiam: Justn., Ctr. Tr. Cap., 9 (50,1l. 10-15) 


VOP [28] 2 ós: às V ётєйтєр: ётєгда) P 4 Фу ante дё transp. P 

[29] 5 TOY AYTOY'om.O post 4YTOY! add. AZEBOYZ P 

[30] 9 post АГРЕПКОУ add. ӨЕОДОРОҮ V 11 ante додеута add. more Justn. 
rivos: Tuy OP 13 7 més: ei тас V; єїтб Justn. 14 édi6woav V 
14-15 Adyov ante yeyevpobar transp. P 15 voojoe V ароз: čvvorav V“ 
16 pev: дудремтог Justn. 17 ávaexóueÜa V*O 


[31] 18 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P 
‘OYTQS ЛЕГЕІ V 


19 AOT'OZP post XPIZTOY add. 
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by transference. She is the mother of a human being by nature, since he who 
was in the womb of Mary, and who came forth from it, was human; but she is 
the mother of God, since God was in the human being she bore, not 
circumscribed in him in nature, but existing in him by a relationship of will. 


29. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


The Lord was more disturbed, and struggled more, with respect to the sufferings 
of his soul than those of the body, and he mastered his passions by a superior 
faculty of reason, since clearly the divinity was his mediator and helper in 
governing them. 


30. BY THE SAME HERETIC: FROM THE FOURTH 
BOOK OF HIS WRITINGS AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


You say that some of our party have conceded to you what should not have 
been conceded by anyone eager to uphold the belief of the Church. For we 
inquired whether they confessed that God the Word became human, or what 
they said; you asserted, “They conceded [that]? And who in his right mind 
would say that God the Word has become human, as you say, unless indeed he 
already suffered from the same mindlessness as you? We would certainly say 
that God the Word assumed a human being, but we could never bring ourselves 
to say, as you do, that he became human. 


31. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME TREATISE, 
BOOK 3, AS IF FROM THE PERSON OF CHRIST 


“I, whom you see, can do nothing by my own nature, 
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c » A > ? ` > у аз > Б £ е ` e 
are avOpwros dv: ёруабоџал де, érerdn èv Со! uévow ó Потър áravra 
^» < у 4 А 3 £ > $ «5 ^ ` ç € ` 3 

пое.“ Ene) yap ёую тє” qoiv, “и rô Патр! kai б Потр èv 

> ` ` ` # 5 3 ` е ^ ^ \ / \ 

био, Өєб< де Adyos év éuoi, 6 тод Oeo Movoyevms, дтЛоубт: kai 

^ ` ^ 
Патур oov айтф бу био тє uévow kai rà ёруа тофу?” Kai вациастбу ye 
+ ` ^ ^ ж A РА ^ Ж 
ойде» éri той Хрстой тобто vouíLew, сардѕ айтой тєрї rv Aovráv 
^ \ 
Aéyovros дудрфто»:“6 dyamdv ue тд» Àóyov pov ттрӯсє,, ка! ó Патђр 
\ ^ 

шоо дуат ав: айтду, ка! прдв aùròv édevodueba кої шору nap айтф 

потоодеу” El yàp пар ékáarq ту rovrov ó те Потър ка! ó Yids тту 
^ 5 ^ ` ^ 

povijv погобутал, Tí Üavpaaróv el év TH кота сдрка Aeondty Хротф 

» ` ^ ` 3 

aupw катд, raùròv vouiboiwro puévew, THS катӣ THY одоіау kowwvias 

"n E v 5X ^ " p 
TPOOLELEVIS, WS ELKOS, ка! THY тв Lovis кока}; 


[32] EK THX AYTHZ IIPATMATEIAX, AOT'OY А! 


“О трд aic vov; poi yéyovevém éayárav" —rmáAw ds Twv 8e8cmkórav 
Kat тойто Aeyóvrov—o)0évos rÀv edoeBeiv вапоудокбтот татту 
éÀopévov уостоал тту дуоат, dore Tov трд дийтали eimety èr ёоҳбтоу 
yeyevnobau. 


[33] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Одкоду rots ®нєтёро$ ёттбиєъо vópois Kal т» отд THs os àyywolas 
vopoberoupevav дътастрофти, иёААо> де катастроф, óe€duevou, 


[31] 2 (èv uor ... по?) cf. Joan. 14.10 3 (éyo ... époi) Joan. 14.10-11 
6-8 (ó dyamdv...movjcouev) Joan. 14.23 


[31] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 3: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., 
Ctr. Tr. Cap., 11 (50, 1. 36-51, 1. 5); Conc. Const. П, 4, 16, Test. 10 (48, Il. 16-25); Vigilius, 
Constitutum I, 58-9, Test. 10 (246, ll. 5-17); Pelagius П, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 73 (120,1. 37-121, 
1.4) 

[32] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 4: fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ etiam: Justn., Ctr. 
Tr. Cap., 14 (51, ll. 19-21); Conc. Const. П, 4, 14, Test 8a (47, ll. 17-19; 4, cum Test. 33 coniunctum); 
Vigilius, Constitutum I, 31, Test. 8а (244,11. 2-5; 1, cum Test. 33 coniunctum) 

[33] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., Cfr. Tf. 
Cap., 15 (51,11. 22-30); Conc. Const. II, 4, 14, Test. 8b (47,1. 28-48,1. 6; ^, cum Test. 32 coniunctum); 
Vigilius 


VOP [31] 3 део0: Потров P 8 movjocpev Justn.codd. (corr. Schwartz) тєот.Р 


10 ката raùròv: кат айт@>»У; kar адтду OP (txt.Justn.) ^ vouífovro VO 11 povijs: 
peroxys VOP (txt. Justn.) 
[32] 12 ante ЕК add. TOY AYTOY ИХЕВОҮХ P AOTOS P 
ÀéycovJustn. Post оддегов add. дъ Justn. 
[33] 18 $juerépois OP 


14 Aeyóvrow: 
15 éAouéveov V — vofjoa. ОР 
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because I am a man; I act, because the Father who abides in me does everything. 
For since; he says, ^I am in the Father and the Father in me—since God the 
Word, God's Only-begotten, is in me— clearly the Father abides in me with him 
and does the works” There is nothing amazing in thinking this about Christ, 
who clearly says about the rest of the human гасе: “He who loves me keeps my 
word, and my Father will love him, and we will come and make our dwelling- 
place with him” For if the Father and the Son make their dwelling-place with 
everyone of this kind, how is it wonderful if both should be thought to dwell 
personally in Christ, the Lord according to the flesh, in the same way, with their 
common essence allowing them, it seems, to make also a common dwelling? 


32. FROM THE SAME TREATISE, BOOK 4 


“He who is before the ages,’ he [sc. Apollinarius] says, “has come into being at 
the end of the ages" —again, as if some people concede and say this; but no one 
who really wants to be reverent would choose to suffer from such madness as 
to say that he who is before the ages has come into being at the end of ages. 


33. AND LATER ON 


Well, then, following your rules and undergoing the "conversion" — тоге 
properly a subversion—your crafty mind ordains, 
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фере д1), távra eis adrov суухесет, Kal undepia Aovróv ёото Sidxprois, 
и) Peo popes, шл) SovAov poppis: wn тао0 Ауфдертов,ил) тоб évoucotvros 
ëv TQ vag: ил) тод AvOEvTOS, ил} той eyeipavros: ил) той reÀeucoÜépros èv 
TáÜeo,u рл) той TeÀewbcavros. um той pvmguovevÜévros, шл) той 
pvypovedoarros: ил) тод ётискєрӣєуто$, um той émokejapévov: uù той 
“Bpaxd т: пар? àyyéAovs HAaTTwpevou,’ u) той ёЛаттосаутоѕ- uù тоб 
“Són xai Tu éoregavaévov uù той ocregavócavros. ил) той 
“KATAOTAVTOS ет! тд. Epya TOV XELpOv той Ocol; ил} той катастђсахтос. 
ш) той AaBóvros айта ву Опотау?, и) той Sdoavros туи бтотаућу. 


[312] [34] ЕК TOY Г AOTOY THE AYTHS ПРАГМАТЕТАХ 


с.ә GAN ó ye @eós Kal ёк Oeo ка! биоойавов TH Потр: TQ pev ёк +ç 
IapÜévov устуудеуть à дацидоспе, kal ®тд той dytou IIveóuaros Kara 
тд Өєїа< dvardacbevri papas, kai тўр ye oúoraoiv еп! ris yuvauke(as 
дєёаџёуф yaorpós, évijv, ws е!кдс, ёттєїӨт dpa TÔ дьапЛасвтуаш kal rò 
Трол vads деой «фен. О? ил тд» деду усусуупадал туттеот [313]ńuîv 
ёк Tis ITapÜévov, ei ил) dpa radrov ђуттєоу ўш тд те усуутдеи kal то èv 
TQ уєлтдёрті, тд рабу коё Tov èv TH va@ Oedv Aóyov- ой ил)" ойде ката, 
THY ст фа)» дпофаттеоу пъти Tov ёк THs Пардёроо yevvņðévra деду 
elvar ёк Өєоў, бџооботоу тф Патр!. Ei yàp ойк avOpwrds ёсти», ws phs, 
dvadngbeis 6 yevvnleis ёк tis IIapÜévov, Өєдѕ 8ё саркодєіѕ, rds ó 
yevvnÜeis Өєдѕ ёк Oeo ка! биооботов Aéyovro йу тф Патр!, тв саркдѕ 
où duvayevns тайтту пройеойал THY оруђу; "Есті pèv yàp avonrov ró тду 
Өєд» ёк тў IlapÜévou уєуєууђодаи Àéyeuv. Тобто yap ovdev ётєрбу otw 
Ñ ёк спериатов avrov Aéyew Aavid, ёк THs 


[33] 6 Ps.8.6 7 Ps.8.6 8 Ps.8.7 


[33cont.] Constitutum I, 53-4, Test. 8b (244, 1. 16-245, 1. 7; Т, cum Test. 32 coniunctum) 

[34] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 3: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., Ctr. 
Tr. Cap., 19 (53,11. 12-24); Conc. Const. H, 4, 7, Test. 1 (44,11. 4-18; 1); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 30-1, 
Mm 1 ED 17-238,1.18; });. 10-13 (4А... ITapÜévov): Pelagius П, Ep. 3 ad Episc. Histr., 67 (120, 

. 11-16; 1). 


VOP [33] 1 фере д) om.P — aóróv: тадтду Justn. 
justn. 7 éoregavopévov: orepavwhévros Justn. 

[34] 10 ante ЕК add. TOY AYTOY AIPETIKOY P 
Ilveóuaros om. P 13 dvamdacbévri: SiarAaobevre Justn. 
15 деой ante vads transp. Justn. — увусутобал O 16 то?: тд P 
ante ёк transp. P 20 ó’ om. OP 22 просієсӣог V, Justn. 


6 7Аатторетои: ёЛатто›@ёуто$ 


11 ka? om.V 12 bmó... 
14 rà: тд О 
19 броойсіоу 
23 Tùs om.P 
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come, let us confuse everything regarding him, and let there be no longer a 
distinction between the form of God and the form of a servant; between the 
assumed temple and the dweller in the temple; between him who was laid low 
and him who raised him; between him who has been made perfect in suffering, 
and him who made him perfect; between him who was remembered, and him 
who remembered him; between him who was cared for, and him who cared; 
between him who was “made a little less than the angels,’ and him who made 
him thus; between him who was “crowned with glory and honor” (ibid.), and 
him who crowned him; between him who was “set over the works of his hands,’ 
and him who set him there; between him who accepted these things as subjects, 
and him who made them subject. 


34. FROM THE THIRD BOOK OF THE SAME TREATISE 


But he who is God and from God and consubstantial with the Father, my friend, 
was, it seems, in him who was born of the Virgin: in him who was formed by 
the Holy Spirit, according to the holy Scriptures, and received his existence 
in the womb of his mother, since at the moment of his formation he also 
received the status of God's temple. We should not, then, think that God was 
begotten of the Virgin, unless we wish to consider the begotten and what was in 
the begotten, the temple and God the Word who was in the temple, to be the 
same; nor should we at all, even at your urging, proclaim that he who was born 
of the Virgin is God from God, of one substance with the Father. For if he who 
was born of the Virgin is not an assumed man, but God made flesh, how could 
the one who is begotten as God from God be said to be of one substance with 
the Father, since flesh itself cannot utter such a phrase? For it is stupid to say 
that God has been born of the Virgin. This is nothing else than to say that he is 
from the seed of David, begotten from the 
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> + ^ бе Ё 45 > ^ £ > , ` 
ovaias тв Tlapbévou тетеуцетог Kal би ат? ÓOLamemAa o uévov- émeí ye то 
hi / ` у 5 > ГА : д " 
^ ^ A > ^ 
ёк oTépuaros Aavid Kat ёк тї$ ovoías ths Пардёроо ооотду èv т 
^ ` ` ^ ^ e , , х / 7 
трфа vacTpi ка! TH тод ayiov Ilveóuaros OwrAaoÜév буу&це: 
Ре h А } EL, 
уєуєууђодаі paper ёк THs Пардетог. 


[35] TOY AYTOY-'EK TOY A’ ЛОГОҮ ТОМ КАТА AIIOAINAPIOY 


Tov де avOpwrov, пер! 00 табтд фто ó профўттѕ, capas б waKkdptos 
dyAot IlaüAos тду ото тод Movoyevods єіАщиёуоу avOpwrov elvan. 
Еруков yap ór. “дешартдрато то? ris Àéycov: “ті вота» &vÜparros ór, 
ицитоаку адтод, 7) vids дудропои бт: ётскёттт адтди; НАдттосад 
avrov Bpaxú т: map üyyéAovs, 8661 Kal ти? €orepávccas айтот, Kal 
ka.réoroas пйтду пт! та бруа TMV хеврбу aov: пдуто Опетабаз UTOKATW 
TOV пода)» айтой, епдув“ “тду де Врахй т: пар” ayyéAous 7Аатторето” 
BÀémouev соду бий +ó mwáÜgua тоб Üavárov ‘бёр ка! Tu 
orepavwuévov? Lapas декуйв От: со avOpwrros пер! o0 ó wakdptos 
AaBid pnow, екпуттбиетов бт: 7 eila púois jveoyxerd те адтоб 
потсасдал избит, Kal 91) Kal епискефесов аё:дсол oixeias, “Bpaxd ué 
Ti mapa Tots дууеЛоив” avTOv СЛоттфаал тд уебааадал roroa Üavárov, 
“дет” 86 айтди ка! “ти?” пдот mepuaAetv, wore ка! Кроу avrov 
блтофўуол тфи алтйутоду, dia т?в прдв éavróv ovvageías. 


[36] TOY AYTOY. ЕК THX ЕРМНКЕГАХ TOY H' VAAMOY 
Aià тодта Toívuv tiv uév Óuapopàv тоб тє Oeo Adyou kai тод 
dvadngbévros дудротоо тосафттр Пий» Seixvuaw 6 фаЛшдв, Ou pquéva 
де табта êv тӯ Кол Ava) edpioxerat. Тод ие” Коріоо ёф éavróv 
Aag Bávovros rà прбтера той фойцоб, 


[35] 8-12 Hebr.2.6-7; cf. Ps. 8.5-7 (LXX) 12-14 Hebr.2.9 


[35] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, ibid. 4: fragmentum hic primo inventum. Cf. etiam: Justn., 
Ctr. Tr. Cap., 33 (55,11. 28-38) 

[36] Theodorus Mopsuestenus, In Psalmun VIII: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum (cf. 
versionem Latinam, ed. R. Devreese, Studi e Testi 93(1939), 46,1. 147,1. 24). Cf. etiam: Justh., Ctr. Tr. 


Cap., 34 (56, Il. 1-13); Conc. Const. П, 4, 25, Test. 19 (52,1. 22-53,1. 2); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 91-2, 
Test. 20 (255,11. 2-19) 


VOP [34] 1 xai и aùr ДатепЛасиетот om. OP 2 ojoías THs om. OP 3 Kai 
om.P 
[35] 5 post AYTOY add. АХЕВОУХ ӨЕОДОРОҮ P 7 «уок eimov OP 


8 postóieuaprÜparoadd.óé V шшуђоке: О ётокёпте О 10 пар дууедоив от. P 
dyyédous V 15 екпАарттбикубв pno AaBid P; фто! AaBid ёктАттошєуоѕ Justn. 
Qvéoyero: Пи éoxe Tó Justn, cod М те om. Р 16 а ісі VO; аёкдсаса Justn., 
Swete 16-17 ué vi uévro P 17 76:74 Swete 18 адтди! om. Justn. 


[36] 20 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P 
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substance of the Virgin and formed in her; since we say that what came to exist 
in the maternal womb, formed from the seed of David and the substance of the 
Virgin, and shaped by the power of the Holy Spirit, is what has been born of the 
Virgin. 


35. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE FOURTH BOOK 
OF HIS WORK AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


The blessed Paul makes it clear that he is saying the human being about whom 
the prophet says these things is the man assumed by the Only-begotten. For 
having said that "Someone bears witness somewhere, saying, “What is the 
human being, that you remember him, or the son of man, that you take care of 
him? You have made him a little less than the angels, crowned him with glory 
and honor, and appointed him over the works of your hands, putting all things 
under his feet?" he adds: “we see that he who was “made a little less than the 
angels was Jesus, crowned with glory and honor' because of the death he 
suffered." He clearly shows that Jesus is а human being, about whom the blessed 
David is speaking; astonished that the divine nature has deigned to remember 
him and indeed to consider him worthy of his own care, [David says] that he 
[God] has “made him a little less than the angels" in making him taste death, 
and has “clothed him in glory and all honor; so that he might show him to be 
Lord of all things, because of his identification with [God] himself. 


36. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE 
INTERPRETATION OF THE EIGHTH PSALM 


For this reason, then, the Psalm shows us this great a difference between God 
the Word and the assumed man; and these distinctions are found in the New 
Testament, too. For the Lord refers the first part of the Psalm to himself, 
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Фу ols momrýv тє айтду elva оі THs ктїсєшє ка! ёттриёуту čyew 
“Опердуо ту obpavdy” тту “иеуадопрепеа” kai тедоушастфовац, 
Фу пдот тў yf, той ве дтостбЛоу rà дейтера пер! той дудрфтои той 
Ths тоса0ттѕ еберувобаз дбковеутов вт! rob 'Imoo0 Aaufávovros, más 
ой mpddnAov дт érepov uev huâs ў Beta Граф) бддоке: capads elvai тор 
Өєду Adyov, črepov ёё тду &vOpwrov, тоЛАўу те arv обоа» дейкрусцр 
їнї» ти д:охрорӣ»; O uév yàp uvyuoveúen ó 8 тӯѕ uwñums ёдт. 
kai б pev етокептетол, 6 è ка! Tadrys åÉioúuevos пакар етал: kal ó 
ии edepyerav “Лотто? Bpaxó т: map dyyédous? ó д6 едеруетесгал kal 
ent тӯ тоёт) eharrdce кої б ив» “één Kal три avegavot; ó $2 
orepavotrat, ка! еп! ToúÚrots paxapileras kal ó ие» “катёсттоєу aùròv 
ет пфута тд, ёруа тфу xeu адтод ка! пбута пето ву бтокбто Toy 
подфу айтоў, б де 1)£u90 тоб Seamdlew тобто, Sv mpdrepov ойк єйүє 
THY e€ovoiar. 

[PG 86, 1385 C] AEONTIOY. Kai raóra uev ó доевус дебдоров кота, 
“той peyddov двой xai cwríjpos "dv соб Xpioros” Autrhoas 
eBÀacoñumoev, dAXov elvat Aéycov Tov Ocov Aóyov ка! Ador Incodv тду 
Хріотду, тду pev єдєруєтодута Tov дє edepyerovpevov, kai тбу ии 
a@lovra, róv де афбиетог. О де тадта Aéycv pavepôs &руєїтол тў» 8:0. 
той Дєотдтоу Хрісто mrpoayevouévqv ш> owrnpiav.'O yàp rap) &ААоъ 
evepyeoiav ЛаВоу тоз obeis, érépovs más Sbvarar oder; Ot тойлуу 
табта qpovoüvres, Tivos обоутол odpa ка! айша шетали Вїуєіг—тоб 
evepyeTiaavros 1) той evepyernbevros; AN’ ei uev тод eüepyerñoovros 
деой Aóyov, más тобто Aéyovou, ил) óuoAoyoüvres адтду capKxwORvat koi 
вуаудврот аа: [D] Е! де тод edepyernbévros, parata arv ý éXris, 
avOpwmodarpeiav преоВеибута)и kai eis dvOpwrov rds ёАтідаѕ ёудутоу, 
«ab ётікатаратоќ eiat, 


[36] 2 Ps.8.2 9-13 Ps8.6-7 Scholion Leontii 16 Tit. 2.13 

VOP [36] 1 gnoiom.V 3 той! om. Justn. codd. (corr. Schwartz) 4 evepyecias: 
évepyeías Р d£uoÜévros: катаёгодёртоѕ Justn. èri om. VOP (txt. Justn., Conc. Const. 
ПІ, Vigilius) 4 post пос add. ody P 7 дбобта: karafioüra. Justn. 
a£vovpevos: катаёойрєроѕ Justn. 9 єйєрүёттүтө О 13 7:007: каттё:ао6т 
Justn. 


Scholion Leontii 15 AEONTIOY om. V; TOY MAKAPIOY AEONTIOY P 
17 Аеуши post Adyov transp. P 19 ante тду add. xai VO 22 рєтаћаВєїу P 
26 éxyovres V 27 «ab addidi 
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in which it says he is the maker of creation and has a magnificence elevated 
above the heavens and is admired in the whole earth, while the Apostle takes 
the second part, about the man considered worthy of such benevolence, to refer 
to Jesus. How is it not perfectly clear, then, that the holy Scripture teaches us 
explicitly that God the Word is one individual and the man another, and that it 
shows us that the difference between them is great? For the one remembers, the 
other is deemed worthy of remembrance; the one watches over [the other], the 
other is thought blessed for being worthy of this; the one confers a favor by 
making [him] a little less than the angels, the other is favored in spite of this 
lowering; the one crowns with glory and honor, the other is crowned and is 
called blessed for this; the one appoints him over the works of his hands and 
puts all things under his feet, the other is found worthy to rule over these things, 
over which he had no power before 


Leontius: This is what the impious Theodore blasphemously said, in his 
madness, against our "great God and Savior Jesus Christ? arguing that God the 
Word is one individual and Jesus Christ another—the one the benefactor and 
the other the beneficiary, the one saving and the other saved. The person who 
says this denies openly the salvation that has come to us through the Lord 
Christ. For how can one who receives a benefaction from another, or who is 
saved, [himself] save others? Those who think this, whose body and blood do 
they think they share in—the benefactor's, or the beneficiary's? But if it is that 
of God the Word, the benefactor, how can they say that and not confess he 
himself has become flesh and been made human? And if it is that of the 
beneficiary, their hope is vain, since they are urging the worship of a human 
being and are placing their hope in a human being, and they are cursed, 
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“ore éaefáaÜncav kai éAárpevoav тў KTice: тард. тду ктісаута, 65 отцу 
ебдоуоуттов eis Tos адрас. Auv” 

Avoykatov бе тупойили ка! той протдрхои tis doeBelas айт@ь 
yevouevou óAtyas mapabécbar xpñoets, ё dv асцитепАеуцетоив aùroùs 
кота тт доеВеват котадєїу ёЁєстир. 


[37] AIOAQPOY.’EK TOY КАТА SYNOYSIASTON, ЛОГОҮ A’ 


АсфаА обал eis rhv дкр ева тфу Sopparwv duds éváyouev. TéÀeuos 
трд айуат б Yids réAevov тду ёк AaBid дуе феи, Yids Oeo [1388 A] 
ел ЁЎ 2 ^ « , 5 ‚РУ. ' СА » / eS, ^ £ 3 
viov Дал:д. Epeis uon “Avo ойу vios kypúrreis”; Avo viods той davl où 
Луо ил) yàp «тоу ròv Oeòv Aóyov vidv Aavid;’ AAW одд S00 Yiods той 
Өєод кат" oboíav Асуан ил} yàp ббо pu; ёк THs той Өєоб одсѓоѕ; Tov про 
aidvev деду Aóyov Aéyw katwKnykévar Фи т) ёк опериатов Aavid. 


[38] TOY АУТОУ. ЕК TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


Харт: Үїд< ó ёк Mapias &vOpwrros, pier де ó дедс Лбуоѕ: тд бу yápırı 
Kat où фбавь, TÓ де фйсє Kal ой xápuru Apkéoer TH ёё uv ошата тд 
тв ката yapuy vidryTOs, тд THs 861, TÒ THs ABavacias, вт: vads той 
@eo0 Aóyou yéyove: ил) тёр дси dvayéobu, kal 6 дедв Adyos 


Scholion Leontii 1-2 Rom.1.25 


[37] Diodorus Tarsensis, Contra Synousiastas, 1: fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ etiam: 
Сой, Pal. 52.5 (178, ll. 25-31) 

[38] Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Cyr. Alex, 
Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1, apud Conc. Const. П, 5, 8 (76,11. 12-19: ut Theodori); Tim. Ael., Ref. 
Conc. Chalc., Test. 211 (115); Sev. Ant., Phil. (144,1. 8-21; tr. 117,1.26~118, l.7: ut Theodoreti); Conc. 
Const. II, 4, 53, Test. 44 (61, Il. 12-19: ut Theodori); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 159-160, Test. 45 (274, 
ll. 2-11: ut Theodori); ll. 14-15 (rò ив»... xa pure): Tim. Ael. (2), Liber ctr. Syn. Chalc. (100, 
I 11-13); p. 496, ll. 3-5; (028€ ... парауеуоусу) ibid. (100, Il. 13-16) 


VOP  Scholion Leontii 1 ós: cs V 
[37] 6 ante AIOAQPOY add. TOY'AXEBOYZ Р Æ ante AOT'OY transp. P 7 post 
éváyopev add. "laboramus propter vos, ne rationem Domino reddamus pro nostro silentio" Coll. 
Pal. 8 óom.P;anteréAewstransp.O — Yíós: Yidv O 9 vióv:viósP — oóvom.P 
10 аЛ о0де: &ААои< де O 11 тду om. P 12 Aéyo: уау V ёк опериатоз 
Aavid: опериататф ёк Дал P 
[38] 13 post 'AYTOY add. ’AZEBOYS P 14-15 тд uév ... TÒ де: 6 реу... ó де O 
15 post xai o? харет: add. où дйо viot Cyr. Alex., Tim. Ael., 
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because "they have reverenced and worshipped the creature alongside the 
Creator, who is blessed for eternity. Amen.” 


I have thought it necessary to add a few excerpts from him who was the 
originator of their impiety, by which it will be possible to see that they are linked 
together in wickedness. 


37. BY DIODORE: FROM HIS WORK 
AGAINST THE SYNOUSIASTS, BOOK 1 


We urge you to take the safe path by being precise about doctrine. The Son, 
perfect before the ages, assumed a perfect descendant of David: the Son of God 
took the Son of David. You say to me: “Then you are proclaiming two sons?” І 
do not speak of two sons of David; for I did not say that God the Word is David's 
son, did I? Nor do I say there are two Sons of God in essence; for I did not say 
there аге two from God's essence, did I? I say that God the eternal Word dwelt 
in him who is from the seed of David. 




























38. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 





The human being born of Mary was Son by grace, God the Word is [Son] by 
nature; that which is by grace is not also [so] by nature, and that which is by 
nature is not also [so] by grace. The characteristics of sonship and glory and 
immortality by grace will suffice for the body taken from among us, since he 
has become the temple of God the Word; let it not be raised up beyond its 
nature, and let not God the Word 
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3 ` ^ » € ^ > À / > , X € / 0 ` , е 
àvri rfjs тар рду дфє:Лорёутѕ evxapiotias um UBpiléodw. Кол Вт ў 
ОВ рев; Той съут:дерал айтду peta тоб owparos, kai десодал vopibe eig 

# e7 ^ , э * 5 ` е A Ч / е ` 
тєАєѓау уібттта ToU соратоѕ. Ode айтодв 6 Өєд< Aóyos Bovera éavróy 
той Дауд viðv eivat, алла Kópuov: тд де oôpa коЛєісӣо тод Aavid vióy, 
ov uóvov ойк ёрддутоєу, GAAG Kal дд тодто парогуеуоует. 


[39] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Kai пер! T@v ката. ow yevvijoeov orav ў Adyos, um THS Mapias vids ó 
дедв Adyos Опоптеивайо. Өуттдѕ yap Ovnrov yevvà ката gpúouv, Kal 
cáp. тд биоойстот: ка! дйо уєууоє: 6 @eos Aóyos ойу Úréueve, тту 
êv трд ойусзу, тту де év daTépots. 


[40] TOY AYTOY.'EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОҮ 


[C] Е! тв Войдосто катахруотикдв Kai тду Yidv той Oeod, Tov Gedy 
Aóyov, viðv Aavid dvoudlerv, д:а тду ёк Aavid roô Ocot Aóyov vaóv, 
дуоцо ето): Kal тду ёк стєрџатоѕ Aavid Yióv rot дво0, хйріті Kal où 
ф0сє, просауорєиєта», roUs qvoikoUs патерав ойк ayvody, OvdE тту 
таё ávarpérmov, 00де Tov dowparov Ауоу ка! трд aimvwy ёк деой kai 
ёк Aavid, ка! пепоудбта, kai атаў. 


3-4 (ойде... Кбрьоу): cf. Matt. 22.42-5 parr. 


139) Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ etiam: Conc. Const. II, 
4, 54, Test. 45 (61, Il. 21-4: ut Theodori); Vigilius, Constitutum I, 162, Test. 46 (275, Il. 2-6: ut 
Theodori); Cyr. Alex., Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1, apud Conc. Const. II, 5, 6 (74, Il. 26-30; 1: 
ut Theodori); Tim. Ael. (2), Liber ctr. Syn. Chalc. (98, Il. 10-13; 4) 

140) Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Cyr. Alex., 
Ctr. Diodorum et Theodorum, 1, apud Conc. Const. П, 5, 5 (74, ll. 5-9; J: ut Theodori); 
IL 12-15 (et т<... просауорєоёто): Tim. Ael. (?), Liber ctr. Syn. Chalc. (99,1. 28-100, 1. 1); Sev. 
Ant., Phil. (144, 1. 20-5; tr. 118,11. 8-12: ut Theodoreti). 


VOP [38] 2 той: то OP 4 во: ante viòv transp. V — Kópiov: деду Cyr. Alex. 
Conc.Const.Il тд де: тбде то Cyr. Alex., Conc. Const. II, Vigilius 5 obom.O 

[39] 7 kai om. Cyr. Alex., Conc. Const. П, Vigilius ante Adyos add. ó OP 9 +ó om.O 
Опецеуе V 10 post ботєрогѕ add. xarpois V 

[40] 11 post 4YTOY' add. 4IODAQPOY V* (corr.ad @EOAQPOY in marg. V); AZEBOYZP 
13 ante Aavid add. roô P 14 деойбот.беу, Аш. ка? от.О 16 post  дсфиотоу 


add. ко! oôpa Cyr. Alex. Àéycov: Adyos OP 
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be treated with arrogance, rather than with the gratitude we owe him. And what 
is this arrogance? Compounding him with his body, and thinking that he needs 
the body for perfect sonship. God the Word himself did not want to be David's 
son himself, but his Lord; but that his body should be called David's son, he not 
only did not refuse, but for this reason came among us. 


39. AND FURTHER ON 


And when there is discussion of natural begettings, let not God the Word be 
thought son of Mary. For mortal naturally begets mortal, and the body that 
which is of the same substance; and God the Word did not experience two 
births, one before the ages and one in the latter days. 


40. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


If anyone wants, speaking inexactly, to call the Son of God, God the Word, also 
the son of David, because of the temple of God the Word taken from David, let 
him call him so; and let him call the one descended from David's seed Son of 
God, by grace but not by nature, as long as he is not unaware of his natural 
ancestors, and does not reverse the order, or say that he who is incorporeal and 
before the ages is both from God and from David, passible and impassible. 
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[41] TOY AYTOY.’EK TOY AYTOY ЛОГОУ 
О Yids той @eo0, дг ovdéva—pucer удр Yios- 7 cdp Yiós, bua. TÓv Yióy, 
Kai ri Aéyo) “дад. тду Yiów;" Av nuds ñ сдре: kai pà vopionre BAdogmuo, 
тд Риа, GAN à дтолт?аоте тас дтодеіё єс. Ei ш) ёпталсау ot ¿dy0pomou шл) 
xpeía jv »биои; * Aucalq yàp >био$ où кестол” Ei pù émérewav тї» 
dpapTiav oi ву удро, ил] xpela ñv THs xápvros; Одк, ёттє›дт| ойк éóÚvoro б 
убщов дтоктесал THY диарт(ат, oxi bv )u&s«oápia» &Aaflev, iva ка Tov 
ддуотоу kai ти атдраоси тод Üavárov дуакойесттац, oravpwbeis кої 
дтодатсут kai àvacTás; Ei ил) тат пробкехорткеь Kal т) атбас: тод 
Üavárov kaf judy, tis хреба Пу тв oixovopias тойтив тод Zwrhpos; Tis 
xpeía ris ёусоратосєоѕ; Ov bv Huds еЛаВе тту сарка; 


AEONTIOY. Ka4pós де 791) kade? kai тду mp@rov adrav ths асєВєіос 
потеро, тор o0 kai rà orépuarta тайтув deEdpevor érvxov, eis ибсот TH 
[9 A]Aéyw парауаувй: IIaóAos де oórós ёст, тд ёк Lapoodrwy 
BAaorioav mixpov тод di:aBddAou то. AM yap kai Neoropiov, тод 
TeÀeura(ou THs против рб ддеоттои ВЛастђџатоѕ, тду фдоротгогду 
картду стуАстебаал дікалоу, tva èv rots ёкро ў TAY uéacv перираттв 
Kal ВАасфтшос Evvwpis—Tav dupi Tov А:бдорог, pnt, Kal Oeddwpov— 
сиуприоосщет) yuwobein. "lows ё dvaviya тв шё0тѕ Kav дё уоду 
duvjoovrat, тоё uaÜóvres mpós tivas айто ка! ўэкооѕ TOV кокфу 
потерав вот! 7) прот ovyyéveua, kai ws ё& ёкєіуоу, dud тфу ev uéaq, 6 
teAevtaios oros THs doeBeias éfépu кАадоѕ, об тду карпоу дрдту 
апдааттев, ёшрорєѓоӣол émeiyovraa. 


[41] 5 (8:каѓс ... kerrat): 1 Tim. 1.9 6-9 сЕ Кот. 8.3 f. 


[41] Diodorus Tarsensis, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum. l. 1 (ó Yiós rod двоб... 
Yidv): c£. etiam: Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 33 (153, Il. 27-8; tr. 111,11. 23-4) 


VOP [41] 1 post AYTOY! add. AIPETIKOY P post ЛОГОУ add. A' V 2 Yiós2: 
ёст: Sev. Ant. 4 dÀÀà VO  émrecav О 5 удр om. P 6 7дбуато P 
7 «одрка» conj. Mai, prob. recte ка! om. VO 9 прокехорпке: V 10 ads P 
raúrys post Хотбров transp.P Lwrijpos: oravpoó conj. Mai 


12 де от. О ка! om. О 
19 Evnppoopery P 
21 évuéaq: péowv P 


Scholion Leontii AEONTIOY om. V; ОРВО4ЕОТ О 
adray om. О 14 Lopwodrwr О 18 тфи: то» Р 
$ om. VO 20 битаоттал P; duvyPjyoovrarV aŭrovsP 


22 тфу карто) Р 
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41. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM THE SAME BOOK 


The Son of God is so through no one—he is Son by nature. The flesh is Son, 
because of the Son. And why do I say “because of the Son”? The flesh is because 
of us; and do not think this saying blasphemy, but ask for explanations. If man 
had not gone astray, would there-have been need of a law? For “law does not 
concern the just.” If those under the law had not increased sin, would there have 
been need of grace? But since the law could not put sin to death, did he not take 
[flesh] for our sakes, so that he should revoke both death and the sentence of 
death, being crucified and dead and risen again? If deceit had not grown, and 
the sentence of death against us, what need would there have been for this 
divine plan of the Saviors? What need of the Incarnation? Did he not take flesh 
for our sakes? 


Leontius: The time now calls us to introduce the first ancestor of their impiety 
into the argument, [the man] from whom they received its seeds; he is Paul, 
the devil’s bitter weed who grew at Samosata. And it is right, too, to denounce 
the baneful fruit of Nestorius, the last godless shoot from this first root, so 
that within these extremes the notorious, blasphemous company that came 
between—I mean the followers of Diodore and Theodore—might be 
recognized to fit in. Perhaps they shall be able, if very belatedly, to sober up 
again, once they learn to what sort of ancestors in crime they are directly related, 
and how this final shoot of impiety grew from them, through those who came 
between—a shoot whose fruit they have plucked all at once, and on which they 
rush to gorge themselves. 
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"Еот: 8 ó прокефетов дифотерот--ПойАои, pnt, ко! Местор(оу-- 
Феухов [В]ёк тв ашартърваз ris Snocia mporeÜelans, Qs pact, тард. 
Ебоев(ои той туикабта év rf дикатк? Фитпрепортов, totepov 8 rijs 
Aopvàaéwv éveruoreú0nm тойв otakas- кої С7Л0т éxwv, 05 цартирестол, 
дєїоу, прбтов тту те айтоб Медтор(ои, kai uévrow ка! Eùruyoôs, 
пеффракете Kal С Аеубвт арести, єт, pupiwv rÀv ®тєер THs ейоеве(ас 
киббуа. Акоув уобу айтой otais kai 0001 TÀv ёк той Хошосатесс 
Bracpnpidy ovddoyais tas Мєсторіоо соуђрџосє, kai êv дифотерст 
ебе: Ев тд dppovéorarov фрбттца. Ei де т: йлтёбєь тфу Eewmvetov тобто 
иеЛлобифу тб деодорои Kai Діод pov дататуфброт dopa, rots dkiwBDvasg 
епоси дедуутиетонв Kal kpívew ётітрётоџє». 


[42] AIAMAPTYPIA IIPOTEOEIZA'EN AHMOZIQ 
ТОПО KAI KATA EKKAHZIAN EM@ANIZOEIZA 


[C] Орк(о тд» AapBavovra rò xapriov, ката THs dyias Tpiddos, ore 
pavepovatTo птогђсалётіскбто:,трєсВотёроіѕ,д:акбуогѕ,уаурооталс, 
Aaikots ойкобс: KovoravrwobrroAw, éT. те Kal тд (oov адтої5 éxdSobvat 
прдв éAeyxov той аретикоб Медторои, бт. бидфрап бат! той 
дуадецатодертов IlaúÀou той Lapooaréws про érav ёкатду Екоута, 
ano rÀv дрдодбёоу émiokómov. “Есть де Ta пар бтотёрозу єіртшёа 
otros: 


la. ПобЛов etmev-"Mapía rov Adyov ойк érexev?” 
b. Neorópios cvppavus «теу: “Одк теке, ó Bé)ruore, Mapia тту 
дедтуто” 


[42] Eusebius Dorylaeensis, Contestatio (ACO I, 1, 101. 1.5-102. 1. 3 [Conc. Ephes., Coll. Vat. 
181). 1. 14-р. 502, 1. 3 (док бо... дєдттті): cf. etiam Anast. Sin., Hod. ХХІ, 2.4-40 (287f.). 
Excerpta separatim: 1 a: cf. Test. 43 (р. 504,1. 16); 1 b: Nest., Sermo 9 (252,11. 5-6); cf. etiam: Iren. 
Tyr., Trag., apud Coll. Cas. 81, 2 (26, Il. 12-13; 4); Thdt., Haer. Fab. Comp. IV, 12 (436 C6; 1); 


VOP Scholion Leontii 3 тойтоР;тфО àQucavucf: дакоик О de: yap P; Нег.О 
4 AopvriaiovP ёуєтистє0т: émioretOn V 5 те om. Р 6 тфу ®тєр THs: THS 
бтерР 7 Харосатесов: соратосєас O 8 ëv: Р; ет O 9 Zewnvetav: 
Z'etpmvakoy V; руретат О 11 8vvauévois P — kai om.P 

[42] 13 КАТ” P 14 ante тб yapriov add. тбдє Conc. Ephes, Anast. Sin. +ó 
xapríov: Tóv xáprqv тобтоу P 15 а0т0: айтбу P ante åvayvóorais add. Kai P 
16 Aaikois от. Р  айтож: одтой Anast. Sin. 17 тод Neoropiov тод 
айрєтүкой P 18 Хоросотёас О, Anast. Sin. трд érdv: mpós ту О про... 
é&jkovra om. Conc. Ephes. Coll. Vat. cod. V 19 дт9 тду om. О; отд V; отд тду Conc. 
Ephes. Сой, Vat. codd. VMDA ante émuoxérwvadd.dyiwvP ётіскбтоу: патерат Conc. 
Ephes. Coll. Vat. (sed om. codd. DA); rarépcv ка! ёт:скбтоу Anast. Sin. 22 сирфотов 


om. Anast. Sin., codd. MV; post єїтє(у) transp. codd. cett. ante Mapia add. "sanctissima" 
22-3 тт бєбттүто: деду Iren. Tyr., Thdt., coll. Pal. 


Arnob. Jun. 
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This present refutation of the two of them—I mean of Paul and Nestorius— 
is from the declaration that was publicly made, they say, by Eusebius, who at 
that time was a famous lawyer, and later was entrusted with the government of 
the Church of Dorylaeum; having a godly zeal, it is said, he was the first to 
uncover and refute the heresy of Nestorius, and even of Eutyches, running 
countless dangers because of his piety. Hear, then, from him, to how many and 
to what sort of collected blasphemies of the Samosatene he compares those of 
Nestorius, and shows that both have one mindless way of thinking. We leave it 
to those who can hear and judge securely, whether the deadly song of Theodore 
and Diodore differs in sound from these Siren melodies. 


42. OFFICIAL COMPLAINT DISPLAYED IN A 
PUBLIC PLACE AND PUBLISHED IN CHURCH 


Iadjure anyone who receives this paper, by the holy Trinity, to show it to bishops, 
presbyters, deacons, lectors, and laymen dwelling in Constantinople, and 
further to give them a copy as an accusation against Nestorius: that he is of like 
mind with Paul of Samosata, who was condemned one hundred and sixty years 
ago by the orthodox bishops. The assertions of both are as follows: 


1. Рап! said: “Mary did not beget the Word? 
Nestorius said, in agreement: “Mary, my friend, did not beget the 
divinity” 
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2a. ПадЛов elrev-“Ovde yàp Пи трд aidvav? 

b. Neordpios «те. “Ка! џлутєра xpovuev тў Snuoupy@ тфу 
Xpóvov pioro дєбтуті” 

[D] 3 а. Пабдов пе». “Mapia тбу Aóyov óme8éfaro, kal otk дот; 
пресВутера тод Aóyou” 

b. Neorópws «теу: “П обу Маріо rov баот?в dpyaudrepov érexev;” 

4a. ПабЛоз «пе» “Mapia ётєкєу dvOpwrov ñuty toov” 

b. Neorópuos etmev“AvOpwrros ó техдейв ёк ITapÜcvov? 

5a. Пабдов «те». “Kpeirrova де ката mávra, émeibi) ёк Пуебиатос 
ду(ои, kai ёё епаууе ду, ка! ёк т> уеурашиетат т) ёт айтф 
xd pis?” 

b. Neordpios erev: “Tebéapar? yap pow ‘rò Пуебца. karaßaîvov 
[1392 А] осєі mepiorepåv, ка! uévov ёт’ abrov™ тд Thy avadnguy 
абтф xaproduevov—‘evrerAdevos; тої», rots ётостбАоц of 
Лато, did Ilveóuaros dylov dvedipbn”—rodro д то 
тМкабттр TH Хротф yapıoduevov дб ат? 

ба. Падлоѕ пет.“ "Iva де итте ó ёк Aavtd yprobeis аЛАбтргоѕ ў тӯѕ 
copias, unde 1) copia èv Àw обтоѕ oik- ка! yap èv той 


, 
профттолв у, 
12-13 Joan.1.32 14-15 Acta1.2 


[42 cont] Arnobius Junior, Confl. cum Serap. П, 11 (285 C7-8; 1); Sev. Ant., Phil. (140, 
Il. 25-6; tr. 114, ll. 27-8); Coll. Pal. 37 (78, 1. 35; 1); 2 a: сЕ Test. 43 (p. 506, 1. 1); 2 b: Nest., 
Sermo 8 (245, ll. 18-19); cf. etiam: Cyr. Alex., Adv. Nest. Blasph. 1, 8 (89, ll. 22-3; 1); Arnobius 
Junior Confl. cum Serap. II, 11 (286 B9-10; 1); Coll. Pal. 29 (56, 1. 26; 1); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 
12156, f. 89a (1); 3a (ойк... Adyou): сЕ Test. 43 (p. 506, L 1); 3 b: Nest., Sermo 8 (247, Il. 10-11); 
cf. etiam: Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12156, f. 89a (1); 4а: сЕ Test. 43 (р. 506,1. 2); 4 b: Nest., Sermo 8 
(2) (352,1. 1); 5 a (kpeírrova ... дуго): cf. Test. 43 (p. 506, Il. 2-3); 5 b: Nest., Sermo 16 (293, 
1. 20-294, 1. 5); cf. etiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Dom. VII, 17 (372, 1, 25-373, 1. 1; 7); Cyr. Alex., Adv. 
Nest. Blasph. IV, 3 (188,11. 2-7; 1); Arnobius Junior, Confl. cum Serap. ЇЇ, 11 (286 A14-B5; 1); 


VOP [42 cont] 1 ойте Anast. Sin. 6 oiv om. Anast. Sin. 10 atta: адтод 
Anast. Sin. 12 тєдєарєда. P 13 фоей ds У фа! пєротєрду om. Arnob. 


Jun. 11 uévov; решётке Cyr. Alex. post aùròv add. "item" Joan. Cass, "item paulo 
post" Arnob. Jun. 14 ante фуо!” add. yáp Cyr. Alex. тої» post ámooróAois 
transp УО ante дтоотбАо (..) Ephes. (sed txt. codd. SD), Cyr. Alex, Anast. Sin. +@ 
Хротд: адтф P, Coll. Cas. — 8ó£av: "dispensationem" Arnob. Jun. 17 бе: 07) P; om. 
Conc. Ephes., Anast. Sin. 18 ў: єї) AnastSin. џијтє Conc. Ephes., Anast. Sin. ý om. 


Anast. Sin. oixe? Anast. Sin. post оѓкӯ add. “in solo Domino principaliter in eo" Tim. Ael., 
Sev. Ant. rots om. Justn. 
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Paul said: “He did not exist before the ages? 

Nestorius said: “And they put a temporal mother over the divinity who 
created time.” 

Paul said: “Mary received the Word and is not older than the Word.” 
Nestorius said: “How did Mary beget one who is older than she?” 

Paul said: “Mary begot a man like us? 

Nestorius said: “The man’ who was begotten of the virgin? 

Paul said: “Better in every way, because the grace in him was from the 
Holy Spirit, and from the promises, and from the scriptures” 
Nestorius said: “For he said, ‘I saw the Spirit coming down like a dove 
and remaining upon him, giving him the grace of elevation; ‘giving 
commands, [Scripture] says, ‘to his chosen Apostles, he was lifted up by 
the Holy Spirit? This is the Spirit which gave such glory to Christ” 
Paul said: *... So that the anointed one sprung from David was not 
other than the wisdom, nor did the wisdom dwell thus in another; for 
it was in the prophets, 
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p&AÀov де € Мост kai êv zoÀÀots Kupious, waAdov де êv Хротф 
ws бута)” 
Kai аЖахоб Aéyei &ААо> в иал тду Tnoobv Xprorov kai GAAov тду 
Өєду Aóyov. 
/ 3 < ` 3 ^ \ ` / ^ | Fs » 
b. Neorópuos єйтєъ. “My éyycpet тду трд mavTwv тфу aiwvwv аА 
&ma£ yevvyPivat, kai тадта дєбтуті” 


7800 8едєктол capads Aéyov ó mapaBarys, “Одк éréy0n ёк Mapias ó 
yevvnbets ёк Патрдв: 1до0 avvauvet T@ аірєтикф IHaAo rà [B]Aéyovri 
да Хоу «Туол Tov Aóyov ко GAAov тду Гусвобу Xpioròv, kai ойк стаи es, dis 
ý дрдодоЕ (а, курйасен. 

“Ews de т) д:арарторіо.. 

ý ё:арартор 


[43] ПАУЛОУ TOY ХАМОХАТЕОХ 


Аудротов хрветал, 6 Aóyos où xpierar ó Nalwpatos хрієтал, ó Küptos 
e A ` A е £ М ^ ^ ` \ k , 
иу. Kat yap ó Adyos шєібоу ñv тоў Хріотод. Христос yap da copias 
péyas ёуёуєто. Aóyos uev yap дусдет, тоо0йв де Хриатдв avOpwros 
évred0ev. Mapia tov Adyov ойк етекег. 


[42 cont.] Coll. Pal. 29 (60, ll. 1-4; 1); p. 502, I. 15-16 (rodro ... дббат) + ibid., ll. 13-14 (rò 
THY ... Харсдиетот): Cyr. Alex., Apol. Adv. Theodorum IX (460, Il. 19-21); 6 а: сЕ etiam 
Justn., Ctr. Mon. 31 (13,1. 5-7); р. 502,11. 17-18 (tva ... otf): сЕ Test. 44 (192,11. 2-3); Tim. 
Ael., Ref. Syn. Chalc. Test. 84 (53, Il. 19-20; 1); р. 502,1. 18-p. 504,1.2 (xai yàp ... гаф): Tim. Ael., 
ibid., Test 85 (53,1. 22-4); Sev. Ant., Phil. (152, ll. 5-8; tr. 124,1]. 22-6); 6 b, Nest., Sermo 8 
(2) (351,11. 23-4); сЕ etiam: Joan. Cass., De Inc. Dom. VI, 9 (336, ll. 15-16) 

[43] Paulus Samosatenus, fragmentum hic primo ita inventum (cf. Test. 42, p. 500,1. 21—p. 502, 
1.10). СЕ etiam: Coll. Pal. 52, 4 (178, ll. 19-23: ut Diodori); ll. 14-15 (6 Aóyos ... éyévero): Justn., 
Ctr. Mon. 30 (13, ll. 3-4; 1) 


VOP [42] 1 „е Мот де: ко: Tim. Ael; waAAov д kai Justn. paAdov ... kupíow om. 
Р Мосє? О, Conc. Ephes. (sed Mwvoñ codd. SD) — Kópios Justn. ё? om. О post 
и@ААо> дє add. ка! Justn. 2 vað: одрауф Anast. Sin, ход. M post vað add. той деой 
Tim. Ael., Sev. Ant. з Gov... деду Aóyov: QÀÀos yap вата Гусобв Xpioròs kai ёАЛоѕ 
б Adyos Justn. dv" ќе. O post GAAov* add. «иа: P 4 @edv om. P, Conc. Ephes., 
Anast. Sin. 5 éyywpeiy V, Conc. Ephes.codd. PA — rv om. Anast. Sin. post aleve 
add. yerynGévra Joan. Cass., Conc. Ephes. (sed txt. cod. S), Anast. Sin. &Адо: 6 O 
6 post бєбтүтї add. AEONTIOY Р; OP@OAOZOY О 7 ёк: ато Conc. 
Ephes. 8 post ёк add. той Conc. Ephes. codd. VMPW — 74? om. VO 9 post 
дот? add. «то Р Xpioróv ante Tjcoóv transp. VO ойк ёстих єї: oxi éva VO 
10 курбтте P 11 éws ... д:арарторіа om. O, Conc. Ephes. 

[43] 12 TOY om. VO ZAMOYZATEQZ O 13 6! от. P дудротоѕ ... 


е 


шоду: “homo ungitur Jesus, Dominus noster Verbum non ungitur” Coll. Pal. ó Маборайїо< 
xpíera secl. Schwartz (sec. Coll. Pal.) ante ó Kúópuos add. ody. Mai, fort. recte 14 у: 
дот: Coll, Ра. той:;ка{Р_ yap! om.Justn. 
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still more in Moses and in many lords, still more in Christ as in a temple? And 
in another place he says that Jesus Christ is one individual, God the Word 
another. 

Nestorius said: “Surely it is not possible for him who was before all ages to 
become another all at once, precisely in his divinity?” 

Behold, the scoundrel is clearly shown to be saying, “He who was born of the 
Father was not begotten of Mary.’ Behold, he agrees with the heretic Paul, who 
says that the Word is one individual and Jesus Christ another, and [that] he is 
not one, as orthodoxy proclaims. 

Thus far the official complaint. 


43. BY PAUL OF SAMOSATA 


A man is anointed, the Word is not anointed; the Nazarene is anointed, our 
Lord. For the Word was greater than Christ. Christ grew great through wisdom. 
The Word is from above, Jesus Christ is a man from here. Mary did not beget the 
Word. 
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0086 yap v трд аісдусу т) Mapia: ойк ёст: mpeovré ра той Aóyou Маріо, Бог Mary was по! before Ше арез; Mary is по! older than the Word, but begot a 


5 y ^ э, . е 
алла аубдротоу Тити (aov érexev, крєітторо, 8 катд, mávra, ёт eÔ) ёк man like us, yet better in every respect, because from the Holy Spirit. 
Пуебцотов áyíov. 


[C] [44] TOY АҮТОҮ. ЕК TOY ПРОХ MAAXIQNA AIAAOTOY ad. Брест АКТ ТО oan 


c.» tva итте ó ёк Aavid хрьодейв ЛАбтріоѕ Ñ THs aogías, иђтє ý copia èv THE DIALOGUE WITH MALCHION 
dAAw оўтоз оѓкў. 
... So that the anointed son of David is no stranger to wisdom, not does wisdom 

[45] TOY AYTOY dwell in another in this way. 


О gauvóuevos ойк Fv copia. Ob yàp ђд0рато èv oyýuarı edpioxecbar, 
ойде év lég дудрдв: ие от yap тду брашно ёстір. 
45. BY THE SAME AUTHOR 
[46] МЕХТОРІОҮ He who was seen was not wisdom; for [Wisdom] cannot be found in concrete 

Méya тӯ Xpvaroróiq IapÜév« тд rexeiv àvÜparmórqra, Tis той Өєод form, nor in the shape of man—for it is greater than what is seen. 
Adyou дебтутов Opyavov. &ркойу ат) прдв тшу vmepaípovcav тд 

yevviíjoat ueaírqv т тод деой ovvnuuévov à ід. 

[D] AEONTIOY: Taira. pets 0 бАфуо, ёк moÀÀ@v дутитарєбўкацє», 


THY êv TH кокф ovupwviay трд roUs таАоло® TOV atperucóv TO TÉpas 46. BY NESTORIUS 

тойт» тарастђсол BovAdsuevor. "Ебест: де rÂ Ü£Aovri évrvyetv TH card | | 

той Хаџосатёшѕ ypageíay ёукокАі ёлтистоАў ris айтду кабєАойоту< It was a great privilege for the virgin mother of Christ to beget his humanity, the 
ayias avvó8ov, Kat иёутоь kal T Siaddyw ду трд айтду ó преовйтеров instrument of the divinity of God the Word; it is enough for her surpassing 


Madxiwv éveorjoaro. Гуфсєтол yap dopadds ds ywñou, éce(vou honor, that she begot a mediator united with the dignity of God. 

Tuyxdvovat paðnrai oi пер: деддорот: | 

Leontius: We have assembled these statements, only а few from many, in our 

hope to show the agreement of these heretics in evil with their ancient ancestors. 

[44] Paulus Samosatenus, Dialogus cum Malachione: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. It is possible for anyone who wishes to browse through the encyclical letter 

Cf. etiam: Tim. Ael., Ref. Syn. Chalc, Test. 84 ( 53,11. 19-20; f) ñ 2 hes tean by the holy Synod convoked to depose him, and 
[45] Paulus Samosatenus, fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Tim. Ael., Кеў written араш P Eee апнеа de: Ж à P дуй: 

Syn. Chalc., Test 164 (89, П. 18-21) also in the dialogue which the presbyter Malchion officially held with him. [The 


[46] Nestorius, Sermo 8 (247, Il. 5-8). СЕ etiam: Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12156, f. 89a (79); reader] will find clearly that the disciples of Theodore are his kinsmen; 
IL. 11-12 (rfj Хрстотвко ...бруатог): Arnobius Junior, Сонӣ. cum Serap. II, 11 (287 A6-8) 


VOP [43] 1 про aidvwv om. Coll. Pal. jom.P ойк... Мара om. Coll. Pal. ВАР 
2 érekev om. P 

[44] 4 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P | MAAXIONAO AIAAOFOY: AOTOY O 
6 окесу« 

[45] 7 post AYTOY add. AIPETIKOY P 8 où: oùðe P 

[46] 10 ante NEXTOPIOY add. TOY KATAPATOY P post NEZTOPIOY add. 
AIPETIKOY O 11 uéya ... тд текейл "contigit parere" Arnob. Jun. dvOpwadrnre Р 
12 ópyavov: "ministerium" (fort. pro "instrumentum"? Arnob. Jun. 13 post eoó conj. 
Aéyov Loofs — Scholion Leontii 14 AEONTIOY om.V; TOY MAKAPIOY AEONTIOYP 
'ОРӨОДОБОҮ О ante пот add. т> VO ávrvrapaTeÜe(kapev V 
17 Xapccaréos О ёукокћєйю У — émioroAM ante ёукикАір transp. P 20 ante 
Ocddwpov add. тду P 
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axedov yap т Kai dud тё» abrdv xwpotor Aé£eov, ws wi) сууурафту 
докей elvau тд. тойтшу ovvráyuara QÀÀQ истаураф» padAdov, тд. 
éketvov eis Tà oixeia рєтаВаћАбутоу. "Отоѕ 8 [1393 A]éppóvnoav 
пер! THs évðcews of am’ apyíüs ау: Ilarépes, ай те бт адтфу 
KuPepywpevar aywwirara: éxkAnoia, ёк THs катӣ той Хацосатесс 
yevouevys áyías стуббои ка! Ths éykvkAMov айтду ётіотоћўѕ cagás 
ёст: yvávaw v  mpos тов QÀÀois Kal тайта айтой коттуородоіу 
адтої5 Aé£eov- 

[47] “Snot roivuv êv rots Опоштиави” (cbs пер! avdAov AMéyovres) 
“rnpelv тд Е (оро, тв copias? 


[48] KAI ME@ ‘ETEPA 


РЛ ` M ` / ` , ^ ^ , ? ^ 
Ei де ката тту oúoraou kai yéveow ovvímro, тф ёрдрфто тобто 
oupBaiverv. 


[49] KAI ITAAIN 


Où yap стуусувупавал TÂ avOpwrivew тт софа, cs ñuets пьотебоиет, 
ovowwdads, AAAA ка! катӣ TOLOTHTA. 


[50] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


М \ / ` А е #£ / \ \ ^y ^ 
Ti де ВойЛетол ка! тд érepoíav gáakew THY koraakevijv ToU оо 
Xpia ro тӯѕ Тиетераз; Hudy évi peyiorw 07) тобто диафереши adrod [B] 

^ 5 ` A ^? > ^ 
тт» с0стаси добита, rQ Tov деду Aóyov ¿v Атф «уал бтєр èv Hiv 
б €ow аудротоѕ. 


[47] Epistola Encyclica contra Paulum Samosatenum, fragmentum hic primo inventum. СЕ 
etiam: Justn., Ctr. Mon. 30 (13,1. 6; 1) 

[48] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[49] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[50] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP Scholion Leontii (cont.) 2 ueraBaAóvrov P 
6 Zauovoaréos V°; Харосатёшѕ О 7 ñ: ots V 
[47] 9 paci P 10 post cogías add. то déiwpa тв copias ил) кавеЛдоршеу Justn. 


4 ante пер! add. of O 


[48] 12 yévvgow О розї cvvíjrro conj. lacunam esse Loofs (Paulus von Samosata, 79, 
n3) тойтшО 

[49] 15 evyyeyevvíáo0a. P 

[50] 18 де om. P 
TÓV  évom.O 


16 kai om.O 
19 $judvom.O — évkévO 93: 8€ VOP; corr. Mai 20 та: 
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for they almost run through the same phrases, so that their writings seem not 
to be their compositions, but rather transcriptions, as if they were transferring 
his work into their own. How the holy Fathers, and the holy Churches they 
governed, thought about the union from the beginning, can be learned clearly 
from the holy synod held against the Samosatean and from their encyclical 
letter; in it, besides other things, they accuse him of the following, in these 
words: 


47. [THE RECORD OE HIS TRIAL] 


He says in his commentaries (they are referring to Paul [of Samosata]) that he 
is preserving the dignity of Wisdom. 


48. AND FORTHER ON 


If he is joined in composition and origin, this happened to the human being. 


49. AND AGAIN 


Wisdom was not joined to the man essentially, as we believe, but in quality. 


50. AND ЕОКТНЕК ON 


What does it mean to say that the constitution of Jesus Christ was different 
from ours? We judge that in this one great respect his constitution was different, 
that God the Word was in him what “the inner man” is in us. 
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[51] KAI ME@’ETEPA 


(9 TO €voucfjoat ev айтф TH софіоу Méyew, ws Фи ойдеу: GAAw. Тобто 
yàp TOV би трдтоу TIS évoucjaews TOV avTOV до, uérpq де Kal тА дє. 
Оперфереси, otov депАфспот, T] Kal Ото дўтотє mÀetov 1] ёЛаттоу тоб 
дитАад(ои, утфакоттов афтод тд THs copias T ot до. Тобто де ойк 
доби oi кадоћко! kai ёкк\оіастіко! kavóves, GAN ékeívovs ии 
ретеохт кето copias eumveovans eEwhev Kal ЛА в оботв map adTods, 
айтту дё rv cogíav Ov боут?в епдедурткероа obowdds év TÔ ёк 
Mapías oca. 


[52] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Kaíroi qoi ил) 800 êrioraoha vioús. Е: де vids 6 Inaots Христов [C] rob 
Өєоў, vids де Kat ý copia, Kal GAAo ше 1) copia, dAdo де Incots Xpuorós, 
d00 bpioravrat vioi. 


[53] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Tiv de avvágeiav érépws mpós тђу copiav vóev катд uáÜqow кої 
perova(av, oUxi «кат» oUoíav одогшшеути ÈV COATI. 


[54] KAI MEO"ETEPA 


Обте де ту дудрот су протуоциеусов паду àuéroyos Hv ó popécas 
ка! évóuoduevos тд avOpwmivov Beds, ойтє ту Вейшт mponyoupéevws 
épyav биоьро> тд дудротитоу и © Hv ка! bv ob тадта émotei ЕпАдаб 


[51] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. 11. 5-9 (rodro ... сдшат): сЕ etiam Sev. 
Ant., Ctr. Gram. П, 41 (287, Il. 2-6; tr. 211, Il. 19-23); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12155, Е 111° (183; tr. 
423) 

[52] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. ЇЇ. 11-13 (ei дё... vioi) сЕ etiam Sev. Ant., 
Ctr. Gram. TIT, 41 (287, Il. 6-9; tr. 211,11. 24-6); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 12155, Ё 111" (183; tr. 423) 

[53] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo Graece inventum. Cf. etiam: Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. II, 32 (249, 
1,29-250, 1.1; tr. 195,11. 16-19); Cod. B. M. Syr. Add. 12154, f. 18" (184; tr. 424); Cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 
12155, Е 32" (184; tr. 424) Е 

[54] ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum 


VOP [51] 2 ў: ei V 4 Оперфере V  дупоте 191 Р аше ¿Àarrov add. ка! P 
5 ушоскортев P Т) om. P 7 éumveotons: évepyoúoTs Sev. Ant. atrois V 
8 éauris: адтобР 

[52] 10 KAI ME@ 'ETEPA om. O 
transp. P 13 viods O 

[53] 14 KAI ME@' ` ETEPA om. O 15 cogíav: одат P — иабусии kai om. B.M. 
Add. 12154 et 12155 16 «кат,» addidi sec. Sev. Ant, BM. Add. 12154 et 12155 
ovo.mperyy èv ouai om. Sev. Ant., B.M. Add. 12154 et 12155 


11 $gícraoÜa. V — utobs ante ётістасӣа 
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51. AND FURTHER ON 


... or to say Wisdom dwells in him, as in no one else. For this indicates that the 
manner of indwelling is the same, but that it exceeds [that in other people] in 
amount and quantity, as if he knew twice as much, or however much more or 
less than twice as much, from Wisdom than did the others. The catholic canons 
of the Church do not hold this opinion, but believe that they [= human beings] 
share in Wisdom as it inspires them from without, a different being from them, 
while Wisdom itself, of its own accord, came to dwell essentially in the body 
taken from Mary. 


52. AND FURTHER ON 


Yet he claims not to understand two sons. But if Jesus Christ is the Son of God, 
and Wisdom is a son, and Wisdom is one thing, Jesus Christ another, there 
subsist two sons. 


53. AND FURTHER ON 


Understand the connection with Wisdom in a different way: by way of 
knowledge and participation, not by way of substance realized in a body. 


54. AND FURTHER ON 


He, the God who bore and put on humanity, was not primarily without a share 
in human passions, nor was the humanity, in which he existed and for whose 
sake he did these things, primarily without a part in divine works. He was 
formed 
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РА © » > ` А А rd J ` 
mponyovuévws ws дудротов èv уастр!, ка! ката. дейтероу Aóyov Өєдѕ ñv 


primarily аз man in the womb, and in а second respect God was in Ше womb, 
êv уастрі, cvvovarwpevos TH üvÜporrivq. 


essentially united to humanity. 






[55] ЕК ТОМ ПЕРГАУТОУ ПЕПРАГМЕХОМ. 
ПРОХ AYTON ПАРА MAAXIQNOZ ANTIPPHXIX 






55. FROM THE RECORDS OF HIS TRIAL: 
FROM THE REFUTATION DIRECTED AGAINST 
HIM BY MALCHION 






5 OU па: тобто &Aeyov, бт. où Sidws офсифадал èv тф Àw Хотбри ròv 
Yiov тду цоуоуву?, тду трд máas Kricews д1!ов бпбрҳоута; 











Have I not been saying this all along: that you have not conceded that the Only- 
begotten Son, who existed eternally before all creation, was made real in the 
whole Savior? 


[56] TOY ATIOY ГРНГОРІОҮ. ЕК ТОМ IPOX KAHAONION- 
ПРОЕКОМІХӨН AE KAI'EN TH КАТ ЕФЕХОМ АГТА ZYNOAQ, 
ТН КАТА NEXTOPIOY XYNAXOEIXH 









10 Ет ob дєотбкоу rijv Mapiav drokau Paver, xwpls от: ris Oedry TOS. 
3 e ` ^ ^ 2 ^ > A ` > 5 ^ 
Et т< ws did acMjvos rs IIapÜévov Spapetv, ВЛАД, ит) èv aùr 
дгапепАдадол Àéyeu, декдв аша кол дудротикдв, декФв uev ore xwpis 
аудрдѕ, дудротикфв де dri vópw kvijaecs, биойсов Deos. 
ЕС tis дгатепАдодол tov дудропот fra бподедукбро )éye, @eóv, 
15 катфкретов: où yap yévvnois Өєоб тобтб éorw, ВАА puyi yevvijoeus. 
» > 2 РА 2$. V “ç ` ` 5 ^ $ ` , 
Ей тв etaayer до vioUs, éva еи Tov ёк Өєод ка: Патрдѕ, Sedrepov 






56. FROM ST GREGORY: FROM HIS LETTER ТО CLEDONIUS; 
THIS WAS ALSO PRODUCED AT THE HOLY SYNOD ОЕ 
EPHESUS, WHICH WAS CONVENED AGAINST NESTORIUS 







If anyone does not understand that Mary is God-bearer, he has no part in the 
Godhead. 

If anyone says that he ran through the Virgin as through a pipe, but was not 
formed in her, both in a divine and in a human way—divinely, because apart 
from a man, humanly because it was by the laws of gestation—he is also godless. 

If anyone says that the human being was formed and then put on God, he is 
accursed; for that is not the begetting of God, but a flight from begetting. 

If anyone introduces two Sons, the one from God the Father, the other 








[55] Acta Synodi contra Paulum Samosatenum, fragmentum hic primo inventum 

[56] Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epist. 101, Ad Cledonium I (ed. P. Gallay, SC 208, 42,1. 10-46,1. 12; 
PG 37,177 C6-181 A3). Cf. etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, IX (51,1. 21); Conc. Ephes., Coll. Vat. 54, 14 (43, 
1l. 26-33; 1); Coll. Ath, (93, Il. 18-25; 1); Euth. Zig., Pan. XIV (884 D 10-885 C7; 7); 1.10 (et zu... 
#єбттүто$): Tim. Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 59 (25); Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. П (37, 1l. 9-10; tr. 28, 
11.3-4); Il. 10-15 (є тис... yevvýoews): Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 41 (305, IL 4-13; tr. 225,11. 8-16); 
Il. 11-13 (et rus ... &0eos): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. II (37, ll. 4—9; tr. 27, 1. 35-28, 1. 3); Ctr. Gram. Ш, 25 
(57, Il. 15-19; tr. 41,11. 14-18); Ad Serg. I (90, Il. 8-12; tr. 66, Il. 6—9); Antijul. ПА (157,1.27-158, 1 2; 
tr. 133, Il. 26-30); Syn.Lat. (128, Il. 25-7, ut e Theodoro Faranitano excerptum); ll. 12-13 (Beixds 
... [40є05]): Sev. Ant., Antijul. II B (305, I. 13-15; 























VOP [55] 3 ITEPIom.O 4 MAAAXIQNOZO ANTIPPHZEIZO 

[56] 7 post PPHTOPIOY add. TOY OEOAOT'OY P 8 KAlom.O 9 TH 
.. ХҮМАХӨЕІХН om. О  ZYNAXOEIZH: ZYNA@POISOEIZH Р 10 ante 
Mapiav add. áyíav У ёсто O, Greg. Naz. Codd. ОУТ 11 Spapetv: Siadpapeiv 
Greg. Naz. (txt. Codd. QBVT) 12 Àéyot P, Greg. Naz., Coll. Vat. cod. V 13 dpoiws 
aBeos: дуддеца. čorw Conc. Ephes., Фопер mets Sev. Ant. Antijul. П В 14 post єї ris 
add. yap Pamph. | «19 V, Pamph.  Аёуо: Greg. Naz., Euth. Zig.; post SiamemAdobar transp. 
Greg. Naz. codd. ASPC, Conc. Ephes. 15 yap post yévvgois transp. VO, Pamph. тодто 
post éo71(v) transp. Pamph. 16 є«ісйуоР ante Oeo? add. rod Greg. Naz. (txt. cod. W), 
Conc. Ephes. Justn. codd. VM — «ai om. VO Beórepov: érepov Greg. Naz. codd. 
AS*DPC, Vat. Gr. 1431, Justn. 
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^ ^ е 
де тду ёк тв иттрдв, GAN’ ody Eva Kal TOV айтди, Kal тв vioĝecias 
^ ^ ^ ` 
ёктёсоь THS éemmyyeÀuévms тов ópÜÀs пиатейопан pices uév yàp дйо 
^ e 
eds kai dvOpwros, пе! ка! pux) Kal офиа: viol де où úo, 008€ Deol: ойде 
` 5 ^ / x” 5 ` Ка е ^ A 3 ` ^5 , 
yàp evtab0a дуо üvÜpcrrou ei kat oUTwWs ó Ila6Àos rò ёутдѕ той дудротои 
ка! тд ékrós mpoonydpevoe. Kai ei де: ovvrdpws єїлтєїү, GAO pev kai 
&AÀo та ёё àv 6 Хотур, етер uÙ тайтду TÒ ддратог TH брат), kai тд 
» ^ € ` # 5 y ô ` ` ЖАА 4 £ 1 А и: 
&xpovov тф 0то xpóvov- ойк &AAos де ко: аААоѕ—ил) yévovro! Та yap 
dpporepa в» TH соукрасє, дєод uév évavÜpwmrjcavros, àvÜpáyrov де 
ГА * v » > 4 ГА ` м ` x » A 
дєо0ёутоѕ, 7) rws dv т dvopdcere. Aéyw дл) GÀÀo Kai dAdo, Eurradw 1) 
^ ^ ^ y 
êri ths Триадов exer. éke? ше yàp GÀÀos 


[56 соп | 13-15; tr. 267,11. 25-8); р. 512,1], 14-15 (e vis ... катфкретов): Doctr. Patr. 21, III 
(133,11. 12-13); p. 512,11. 14-15 (etis ... yevvijoecs). Tim. Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 94 (60); Sev. 
Ant., Ad Neph. II (36,11. 25-8; tr. 27,11. 28-31); Phil. (137, 1l. 13-16; tr. 111,11.28-31); Ctr. Gram. П, 
34 (278,11. 25-8; tr. 217,11. 26-8); Pamph. V (153,1l. 11-14); p. 512,1. 16-p. 514,1.3 (et Tis ... Üeoi) 
Ps.-Joan. Mar., Test. 9 (194); p. 512,1. 16-р. 514,1. 5 (et Tis ... mpoonyópevoe): Justn., Ctr. Mon., 
"Test. 154 (32,11. 25-9); p. 512,1. 16-p.514,L 7 (ei rus ... 2АЛоѕ): Vat. Gr. 1431, Flor II, 15 (35,11. 2-7); 
р.512,1.16-р.514,1.7 (el res ... yévovro): Thdt., Eran. Il, Test. 41 (166,1.25-167,1. 5); Justn., Conf. 
Rect. На. (82,11. 30-6); p. 512,1. 16-p. 514,1. 8 (et тв... суукрдое:): Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 8 
(148,11. 8-20; tr. 103, Il. 11-23); p. 512,1. 16-p. 516,1.2 (et тис... дедтит:): Fac. Herm., Def. Tr. Cap. 
I, 5, 15-16 (30, 1. 101-31, 1. 114); Il. 2-3 (poets ... дє01): Conc. Chalc., Ad Marc., Test. 3 (114, 
ll. 15-16); Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. П (34, Il. 16-18; tr. 26, Il. 5-6); Leont. Jer., Ctr. Mon., Test. 7 (1820 
B1-3); Syn. Hispal. III, Test. 7 (181); Geo. Kaph., Epist. ad Mind (369); Flor. Marc. 573. Е 32' ; 
ll. 2-5 (pdceis ... tpoonydpevae): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 10 (146, по. 98); Doctr. Patr. 2, I 
(11,1. 7); ibid. 29, VI (207,1.3); 11. 2-7 (o$oeis ... yévovro): Innoc. Mar., De Coll. 59 (179,11. 25-9); 
1.2-8 (фбовив... соукрӣсєі): Gel., Пе Duab. Nat., Test. 22b (548); p. 514,1.2-p. 516,1.2 (pdceis 
... бєбттүт): Leont. Byz., CNE, Test. 7 (supra, pp. 34-5); Theor., Disp. I (141 B1-14); Il. 5-8 (e Se? 
... ovyKpdoen): Sev. Ant., Antijul. Ш (143, 1. 27-144, L 2; tr. 119,11. 23-8); p. 514,1, 5-р. 516,1.2 
([kai ei] дес... дедтут:): Joan. Dam., Ctr. Jac., Test. 13 (146 Е, no. 101); IL. 5-7 (Ло... yévovro): 
Sev. Ant., Ad Serg. II (126,1. 26-127,1.2; tr. 95,11. 19-22); 11. 5-8 (GAAo ... cuyxpdcen): Sev. Ant., Ad 
Neph. II (48, ll. 19-23; tr 36, 


VOP [56] 1 rHs*om.P,Justn.cod.X — wyrpos: Mapias P, Coll. Vat. codd. A, Vat. Gr. 1431, 
Sev. Ant; dyias Mapias Greg. Naz. Cod. A 3 ойбе:ойР ^ одде Heo! om. Thdt., Vat. Gr. 
1431 Geol: дудрантов Leont. Jer. 4 ante то évros (post то битов cod. S) add. каЛ Thdt. 
(txt. cod. J); add «ai Gel. 5 mpoonydpevoe om. Thdt. (txt. cod. J); dvopder Vat. Gr. 
1431 6 етер: сте Thdt. 6 éparov TQ борат Coll. Vat. cod. D, Thdt. (txt. cod. J), 
Innoc. Маг, Doctr. Patr. — r9 брат om. Gel. 7 Tò 0пд xpóvov TH axpdve Innoc. 
Маг. xpóvov:xpóvowP 7-8 та... ovykpáaeu: тў els ü«pov évwoe ёу TH ovyKpdcet 
Conc. Ephes. Codd. 4", Vat. Gr. 1431 9 97: бє Greg. Naz., Conc. Ephes., Leont. Byz. СМЕ, 
Joan. Dam., Euth. Zig., Theor. post 2АЛо! add. ие, VO 
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from the Mother, but [does not confess he is] one and the same, he departs from 
the adoption promised to those who believe rightly. 

There are, after all, two natures, the divine and the human, since there is also 
soul and body. But there are not two sons, nor two Gods; for here, too, there are 
not two human beings, even if Paul spoke in this way, alluding to an “inner” and 
an “outer” person. And if we must put it concisely, the elements from which the 
Savior is formed are one thing and another, since the invisible is not the same as 
the visible, or the timeless the same as what is in time; but he is not one subject 
and another—far from it! For they are both one by mixture, God being made 
human, a human being made God—or however one might name it. I say “one 
thing and another,’ the opposite from how it is in the Trinity. For there it is “one 
subject 
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` «АА y ` ` е ГА Z 5 ЖАА $ ` x AAA a 
Kat GAdos, iva ил) Tas UrooTdoes стухешиет, ойк QÀÀo де Kal GÀÀo: ви 
* 5 ` ^ 4 
yàp rà Tpia ка! тойтду TH дедтут:. 
Ei т< ws èv профӯтт Аеув: ката хари èv Kévat, GAAG ил) i 
i rus 05 Фу mpogrjr My xápw évnpyniéva., ш) кат 
3 P A ГА M x А ^ ГА 
ovoiav соуўфбӣоі те kai соуауатєтћасӣоь, єй) kevós THS крєіттоуоѕ 
> ГА ^ ` # ^ > , 
évepyeías, ид дот де пръв THs évavrías. 
^ / 
Ei тв 00 m pookvvet тду éoravpopévov, дуддеца. ёсто kai тєт&йубо 
pera тфу дєоктбуоу. 
Ei tis ЕЕ ёрушу rereAewopuévov, 7 peta тд Віттісџа 7 uera тту ё 
{т ёё ёру pévov, Ñ и pa 1] perà THY ёк 
^ 5 fd e + 3 ^ 0 À $. 0 T a “ЕЛА 
> > S 
vexp@v йуботаси, viobecias пЕифодои A€yet, кадатєр о? тує 
> N 
mapeyypamrous єісауооси,ауадєца ёсто. То yà p?) pypévov1] прокдттог 
7 тейвобиетог ov Beds, Kav Sid THY ката uikpòv дудде и, oUTW ÀéymrTa.., 


[57] TOY AYTOY- EK TOY IT’ ЛОГОҮ TOY AXMATOZ TON 
AXMATON, EIX TO “Н KEGAAH AYTOY XPYZIOY KAI GAZ” 


` ` ^ T 5 ` \ 54 ^ # 5 £ 
Xpuorov де viv Леуорет, où mpos тд аїд:оу THs дедтутов àvamépmrovres 
тобто тд буоща, GAAG прдв TOV деодбхот дтдрсотот, тду Еп: уйв дфдерта, 
ко! rots avOpwrrois ovvavaoTpagévra, Tov THS IapÜévov BAaoróv, èv à 
“катфктоє TAY тд mx popa THS дєдтттоѕ CwpATLKDs, ту 


[57] 14 Col.2.9 


156 cont.] ЇЇ, 6-10); р. 514, 1l. 5-9 (Ao ... dvopdoece): ibid. (34, Il. 20-5; tr. 26, Il. 8-16); 
р. 514, Il. 7-8 (rà yàp ... cvyxpdoer): Sev. Ant. Ctr. Gram. Ш, 87 (230, ll. 24-5; tr. 169, 1. 25); 
р. 514,1. 7-9 (rà уар... 0ecUévros): Euth. Zig., Pan. VII (213 B2-3); p. 514,1. 7-р. 516,1. 2 
(Аус ... дєбттті): Sev. Ant., Ad Serg. II (126, ЇЇ. 21-5; tr. 95, H. 15-18); Theor., Disp. I (148 
B12-C1);1.3-5 (eris ... évavrías): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. II (36,1. 28-37, l. 4; tr. 27,11. 31-5); Phil. 
(137,11. 17-19; tr. 111,1. 31-112, 1, 2); Ctr. Gram. II, 32 (249, Il. 19-23; tr. 195, Il. 7-11); ibid. Ш, 
23 (16, ll. 26-9; tr. 11,11. 27-31); Joan. Max., Lib. Fid. 12 (5,11. 35-7); Petrus Diaconus et al., Epist. 
ad Episc. (553, ll. 64-8); 1. 6 (et vis ... ётто)): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. II (37, ll. 10-11; tr. 28,1. 4-5); 
Il. 6-7 (ev rus ... дєоктбусу): Tim. Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 60 (25); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 
41 (305, ll. 14-15; tr. 225, ll. 16-17); Il. 8-11 (et т<... Aéynrau: Doctr. Patr. 16, XII (110,1. 7) 

[57] Gregorius Nyssenus, In Canticum Canticorum Orat. 13 (Cant. 5.11) (ed. H. Langerbeck, 
GNO 6, 390,1. 22-391,1. 11; PG 44, 1056 A13-B10) 


VOP [56] 3 Луо: Greg. Naz., Euth. Zig. post évnpynkéva« add. тду деду Adyov Petr. 


Diac. 4 cvvavamemAáo0o4: сохауатћбсӣох P; соуйттєсӣоі Greg. Naz. (txt AS*DPC) 
Coll. Vat. cod. P, Euth. Zig; диатепЛ4одан Doctr. Patr. cod. В | kpeírrovos: тод Aóyov Sev. 
Ant. Phil. 6 ой: п) P, Greg. Naz. codd. QWVTS™, Euth. Zig. 8 rereAewopuévo О, 


11 драде ви: 


Стер. Каг. cod. Q 
aú£mou Conc. Ephes. 

P (om. VO) [57] 13 КАТ GAZ; КЕФАЛ Р, Greg. Nyss. (correxi sec. Cant. 5.11 
LXX) 16 пордетаз Greg. Nyss. 


9 Аєуог Greg. Naz., Doctr. Patr., Euth. Zig. 
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and another,’ so that we might not confuse the hypostases, but not one thing 
and another. The three are one and the same in divinity. 

If anyone says that he worked [in Jesus] by grace, as in a prophet, but was not 
united in essence and formed together with him, let him be empty of that 
higher kind of action, or rather let him be full of its opposite. 

If anyone does not adore the Crucified One, let him be anathema, and let him 
be put among God’s killers. 

If anyone says that he was made perfect by his actions, either after his baptism 
or after his resurrection from the dead, as the Greeks speak of newly deified 
humans, let him be anathema. For what is achieved or reached by progress or 
brought to perfection is not God, even if we may speak this way because God is 
manifested little by little. 


57. BY THE SAME AUTHOR [ACTUALLY GREGORY 
OF NYSSA], FROM BOOK 13 OF HIS COMMENTARY 
ON THE SONG OF SONGS, ON THE TEXT, “HIS HEAD 
IS OF GOLD, PURE GOLD" 


We now call him "Christ," not referring this name to the eternity of his Godhead, 
butto the man who received God, who was seen on earth and walked in human 
company, the offshoot of the Virgin, in whom “all the fullness of the Godhead 
dwelt in a bodily way" 
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дторҳђутод коіодрорӣџатоѕ, додо Adyos TH pia hav периеВаЛдето, 
mocas aru дкпратоу, пйутау THY сиипефукдта)” олту падтр тест 
ёккабарбєїсол- ойто) yap фто: пер! афтод 6 профитив, бот: “duapriav ойк 
erroinaer, o00€ є0рёбт дбЛов ev TH атдиат: 09той, той“пепеграцетои като, 
пдута Kal дио:втута тв púoecos ўи», хорі ápaprías-" 


[58] TOY ATIOY AOANASIOY. ЕК TOY 
KAT АПОЛІМАРІОҮ А" AOI'OY 


AM" ó Qv picer дедв yevvdrat dvOpwros, iva ets Ñ rà ékárepa, TéAELOS 
^ 5 
KATA пдута, pucuc)v Kal дАудестдтту THY yévvgow emberEdpeEvos. 


[59] TOY ATIOY l'PHI'OPIOY, ЕШУКОПОУ 
NYZHEZ-'EK TOY KATHXHTIKOY 


AM à pukpóv, фуо!, ка! є®ттєрїуролтто> 1) avOpwmivy pvots, йтєіроу де ý 
дебтув: ко! mas ду пєр:Ардєй) TH arów rò äreipov; Kai tis тодтб 
фтои» бт TH пергураф? THs саркдѕ, кайфтер ви ayyeiw ти, 7 атєірѓа 
тв дедтутов пере Афду; Офде yap вт! тв претераз Cwis évrós 
катакАєієтол TOV THS соркдв дроу 7) voepà Pvats, GAN’ ó шег дукоѕ той 
caros Tots ойкейов иёрєсї пергурдфетол, T де iux?) 


[57] 3-4 Isa. 53.9 (LXX var.) 4-5 Нет. 4.15 

[58] Athanasius (?), Contra Apollinarem I, 7 (PG 26, 1105 B2-5). Cf. etiam: Eulog., Orat. IV, 
Test. 2 (V, 35, 1. 2-4); Doctr. Patr. 7, XI (52, 1. 4); Leont. Byz., CNE, Test. 19 (supra, p. 41, 1l. 3-5; 
7); De Sect. 9, Test. 1 (1); Niceph., Antirrh. III, Test. 23 (354, 1l. 17-18; 1) 

[59] Gregorius Nyssenus, Oratio Catechetica 10 (ed. E. Mühlenberg, GNO 111/4, 38.5-23; PG 45, 
41 B10-D1). СЕ etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, XII (52,1. 6); Niceph., Antirrh.III, Test. 9 (345, ll. 17-18); Бой. 
Zig. Pan. УП (216 B12-D3; 0); ll. 15-16 («ai ris ... пере оди): Thdt., Eran. II, Test. 49 (169, 
1.10-11) p. 520,1. 5-8 (ei де... иперие(грусобол): ibid., Test. 50 (169,11. 13-15) 


P [57] 1 пєр:єВалєто Greg. Nyss. 
Nyss. cod. 2 

VP (от. О) [58] 7 A: ПРОТОУ P 8 ó om. Leont Byz. CNE, De Sect. 
yevvüraw yeyévgravDeSect. tv” Athan.,Leont.Byz.CNE 9 pvoixyy...émiderédjevos: 
дедв ка! дудрсотов 6 aùrós Eulog. — тту om. Leont. Byz. CNE, Росі: Patr., De Sect.. Niceph. 

VOP [59] 10 EHIZKOIOY от. P 11 NYZIZ О 12 &mewos P 


3 ккадардарйдебств P; éxxabapbelons Greg. 


13 пєр:Атфӣ9 P; пере ера Greg. Nyss, Euth. Zig. rà: rò P т: ví Doctr. 
Patr. 14 тў тєргураФў: ý пергураф) О ёу om. Greg. Nyss. (txt. cod. g), Thdt., Euth. 
Zig. ý дпециа: тд &meipov Greg. Nyss. cod. e, Thdt. 
бо P 16-17 той odparos: v Doctr. Patr. 


16 karakaíera, О — capkós: 
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—the first fruit of our common mass, through whom the Word put around 
himself our nature, making it pure and cleansed from all the passions that grow 
up with it. For this is how the prophet speaks of him: ^He did not commit sin, 
nor was deceit found in his mouth; he who was "tempted in every way, in the 
likeness of our nature, apart from sin” 


58. BY ST ATHANASIUS, FROM THE FIRST BOOK 
OF HIS TREATISE AGAINST APOLLINARIUS 


But the one who is God by nature is begotten as a human being, so that both 
might be one person, perfect in every respect, revealing his begetting to be 
natural and most true. 


59. BY ST GREGORY, BISHOP OF NYSSA, 
FROM HIS CATECHETICAL ORATION 


But human nature (he says) is a small and easily circumscribed thing, but the 
divinity something infinite; and how has the infinite been contained in an 
individual? And who says this: that the infinity of the Godhead has been held 
in by the circumscription of flesh, as in some container? In our own life, the 
intellectual nature is not locked up inside the limits of the flesh, but the mass of 
the body is circumscribed by its own parts, while the soul, 
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тов THs ÓLavoías кто: паст кат é£ovoíav ефатЛобтал TH ктісє, kat 
uéxpis оброуфуи dvioðoa, kai тфу дВбасс Еп, Ватеботаа, kai TH пАдте: 
THs olkoupevns émepyouervn, ка! прдв Ta котахдбиа dia Tis 
modu paypoouvns eiadtvouca, rroAAákis де ка! TOV oDpavicv ÎavuádTwv 
Фу периойа yiveran ovdev Bapuvopevn TH ёроћкіо той cdparos. Ei де 
дудреутои уох) kara THY тв púcews дидукти соукєкроџёт TH oopart 
портахой кат éfovo(av yiverai, Tis avayKn TH pice TS саркдв THY 
дедтута Aéyew Фитери(руводол, ко! pn да rv xopgróv ўш 
бтодегуийта стохасиду Tiva препотта, пер! Tis дєіасѕ оікоуошіо Aaety; 


[60] TOY OXIOY ЕФРАЇМ. ЕК TOY AOTOY TOY 
EIX TON MAPI'APITHN- КАТА MAPKIQNOZ 


а £ * ^ / 4, е ГА e 5 ^ 3 
с.» & ВАётє< ко! торс: yevéoUc со: paprúpiov 7) púois, Tv elzretv ойк 
érrioracat, бт. Yids üvev опорйз yiverau ка! 600 Únevavria одокоддѕ 
^ / > е 
Фроубтсал, THs vrroorácews дєікуџиёртс вт! екдатив picews. 


[61] ЕК THX ZYNOAIKH2 EIIIZTOAHE TOY 
АПОУ KYPIAAOY ПРОХ NEXTOPION 


з \ $ \ + Е / L4 ^ ° > / A е > ^ 
Бау де тту каб ómóoracw eEvwow 7 os àvépucrov 7] Ws дка А 
поролтореда, вит пторет eis тд Myew vo vioús. 


[60] Ps.-Ephraem Syrus, Sermo adversus Haereses seu de Margarita (ed. J. 5. Assemani П, 268 
B8-C4) 

[61] Cyrillus Alexandrinus, Epist. 3, ad Nestorium 2.6 (ACO 1, 1, 1, 28, ll. 7-8; PG 77, 48 
B12-14). СЕ etiam: Doctr. Patr. 7, ХШ (52, Il. 8-9); Leo, Tomus П, Test. 27 (130, ll. 14-16; 1); Tim. 
Ael., Ctr. Syn. Chalc., Test. 99 (62; 1) 


VOP [59] 2 ávioóco: qÜávovca Greg. Nyss. codd. qr Niceph.  émifareóovoa: 
éuBaredovca О 3 émepxyouévQg: ^ mwepwmroÀeóovca Greg. Nyss. codd. qr 
4 ovpaviwv: Dmepovpavicv Greg. Nyss. codd. рир, Euth. Zig; émovpavícv Greg. Nyss. 
codd. eh 8 xwpyrixdv Greg. Nyss. cod. q (xe pvrucáv cod. г), Doctr. Patr. codd. ACDE 
иту om. Doctr. Patr. 

[60] 10-11 AOT'OY ... МАРГАРІТНМ: AETOMENOY МАРГАРІТОҮ P; EIE TON 
МАРГАРІТНМ ЛОГОҮ O 1 КАТА MAPKIQNOZ om. О 12 d: ó P ante 
фтдафав add. & Ps.-Ephr. uaprvpía VO 13 ante Yids add. ó Ps-Ephr. Post Yios add. 
тоў вой  Ps-Ephr drevavtiwy Р.-Ерһг. 14 ópovógcav: ópovobcav P; 
dpovonodvrwy Ps.-Ephr. 0 тйб...декрицетв: rv órroorácecv Óeucvugévo» Ps.-Ephr. 

[61] 15-16 TOY АПОУ KYPIAAOY: KYPIAAOY TOY ОЖОТАТОУ Р 
17 &vwow om. Р 18 паратобиеда, Cyr. Alex. (Coll. Vat.) codd. VMD6?, Tim. Ael., Doctr. 


Patr.(txt.cod. E) — Aéyeiw: éAéyyew Р — 8o ante Aéyei transp. Cyr. Alex. (txt. codd. S4" 


Deprehensio et Triumphus super Nestorianos 521 


in the movements of reason, spreads over all creation as far as it can, going up 
as far as the heavens and embarking into the depths, traversing the breadth of 
the inhabited world and going down to the regions under the earth by its 
inquisitiveness; often it becomes even aware of heavenly wonders in its own 
subtle inquiries, since it is not weighed down by the burden of the body. But if 
the human soul, mixed by the necessity of nature with the body, comes to be 
everywhere as far as it is able, why is it necessary to say that the Godhead is 
hemmed in by the nature of the flesh, and not to grasp some fitting clue about 
the divine Incarnation through the examples available to us? 


60. BY ST EPHREM, FROM HIS SERMON 
AGAINST MARCION, ON THE PEARL 


... the things you see and touch. Let nature offer you a witness, which you 
cannot put into words: the Son comes into being without human seed. Two 
opposites, then, are in essential harmony, while the hypostasis is revealed in 
each nature. 


61. FROM THE SYNODICAL LETTER OF 
ST CYRIL AGAINST NESTORIUS 


If we reject the union in hypostasis as unattainable or as unfitting, we fall into 
saying there are two sons. 
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[62] TOY OXIOY TZIAQPOY EPHMITOY. 
ПРОХ APXIBION IIPEXBYTEPON, KATA NEXTOPIOY 


To “ëv атф karowetv пду то пАђроџа THs дебтутов oc paucos" адтдѕ 
uev és ш) voetv- Сус) де otia єірђодал дът! той “ода:оддв. Où yàp 
évépyeua. дедтутов, у одоѓа дедтутов ríkrew TOV раду éxetvov ékvfépva 
тд» axpavrov, GAN ovoia pupias évepyeías ёҳооса, où uepucóv «éyovao» 
Харгоца АА пууп тбудуайбу: abros,pyotv,67@ Потр: cupBacrrAedwv 
Kal Tas TOY Оперкоошат туѓо катехат Kal та émiyera огак ст, 
ёутудроттоєу. 

[PG 86, 1896 А] AEONTIOY. Оно двд, таутоу дподеде удал тт 
Өєодороо kai тди ашр’ одтду mpds тє TOV Хаџосатёа бродоёѓау kai 
mpos тойв dyíovs IIarépas évavríav kai Sudpopov yvøunv: THs де тоду 
évrvyxavóvro ўртђодо é£ovoías, тӯ те аАӢєѓа просдеодал kai ovar 
ra Ty катӣ той фейдоив yev rà ViKNTHpLA. 


[62] 3 Col.2.9 


[62] Isidorus Pelusiota, Epist. IV, 166, Archibio Presbytero (PG 78, 1256 A14-B8). Cf. etiam: 
Doctr. Patr. 7, XIV (52,1. 12); Rust. Diac., Syn.: Coll. Cas. 80, 19 (14, Il. 9-15; 1) 


VOP [62] 1 ante 'EPHMITOY add. TOY Р 2 ante ПРОХ add. ЕК TOY O 
3 Karoke? P, Isid. Pel. (txt. cod. Vat. Gr. 650) ante aùròs add. uev V“ 4 6 Isid. Pel. 
5 évepyeía О ти Ñ ОР обоѓа O; évovoía Isid. Pel. Өєебтттоѕ? om. Isid. Pel, Rust. 
Diac. ante екъВерго add. бу P 6 «éyovco» addidi sec. Isid. Pel. 7 айтов: ойто V 
proiv ante r&v yav transp. Rust. Diac. осуиВас:Аєбоуи: ovufloAeócv Isid. Pel. cod. 
Vat. Gr. 650 


Scholion Leontii 
13 ўртєісдба P re om. O 


10 AEONTIOY om. VO 11 kairÓvom.O LapywoardaO 
14 76 Pedidos conj. Mai 
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62. BY THE HOLY HERMIT ISIDORE, 
TO ARCHIBIUS THE PRESBYTER, AGAINST NESTORIUS 


The text, “In him all the fullness of the Godhead dwells in a bodily way; you say 
you do not understand; but I myself think this is said with the meaning of, “in a 
substantial way.’ For it is not a divine activity, which divine substance produces, 
that is in control of that spotless temple, but a substance that has countless 
activities—one that does not contain some partial grace but is the fountain of 
all good things. He, Paul is saying, who reigns along with the Father and holds 
the reins over all the universe and steers the rudder of things on earth—he has 
become human. 


Leontius: I think that the unity of opinion between Theodore and his followers 
and Paul of Samosata has been proven by all these passages, as well as his 
opposite, differing opinion when compared to the holy Fathers. But it must 
depend on the judgment of those who read them to adhere to the truth, and to 
let truth bear the prize of victory over falsehood! 





TOY AYTOY 'OXIOY AEONTIOY. 
IIPOX TOYS IPOOEPONTAZ HMIN 
TINA ТОМ AIIOAINAPIOY, ФЕУ ОХ 

ЕШГЕГРАММЕКА EIZ'ONOMA 
TON АГІОМ ПАТЕРОМ 


By the Same Leontius: 
against those who Present us with 
Works of Apollinarius, Falsely Entitled 
with the Names of the Holy Fathers 
(Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum) 
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^ , y A 5 ^ ` ^ > 
Ties TOV то AmoAwapí(ov voaosvrov Aro та Ебтиухойв, 7) TÓv azro 
^ ` ^ 
Atoakópov, r1)v idiav atpeow кратбуол BovrAduevo., tivas rÀv AvroAwwapíov 
z E , ^ ^ ^ A0 , э У! А; 
Aóycv ws Гртуоріоо тод Фалиатоуруоб 7 Абдауасіоу 7 TovdAiov 
5 ^ , ` M 
éméypaijav, тобв dmAovorépovus дпатйас: BouÀóuevoi—0 by Kal 
^ ^ ^ ` е ^ ^ ^ 
пєтоиђкаох. TH yàp a€tomiotia тои проафпел moÀÀots éAetv TAY THs 
^ * А ^ ^ LA ^ ^ 
кодоћ№кӣѕ ExkAnolas дедбутутол, kai пара zoÀÀots àv ебро:в ту THs 
^ ГА , ГА 
6pbqs пістєшѕ тту Ката Mépos AmoAwapíov Шота  Dlpwyopíov 
5 ^5 ` tf > £ 
êniyeypaupévnv, Kal rwas айтой ётістоћаѕ TovMov епгусурашиета, 
A v e 3 ^ ` , À £ 3 > 0 P A0 ГА 
Kat QÀÀous 8 айтой пер! саркфавсв Adyous то: ékÜécew Адауасіоо 
> / ^ ^ 
émvypapopevas, ota вот и 1) êniyeypaupévy "ЕкӨєсї$ Хушфотодаа, тӯ 
^ ' 5 M ` € + А , 
тду Вт) - où uóvov де тобтоив, @АА@ ка! érépovs TWAS тогойтоив. 
^ ^ / 3 ^ / 
AñÀov дё cor увутавтол ка! mravri TQ фр” а век rv rapa reÜnoopuévov 
^ ^ , ^ ^ Ф ` y > \ 
одтод тє AmroAwwapiov Adywv ка! TÓv адтод падут», dv abv aAAas ёст! 
^ Еа 
Kal Ovadevtivos ó Ототетауцетов. 


[1] 'OYAAENTINOY АПОЛІМАРІХТОҮ. 
KE®AAAIA АПОЛОГІАХ, ПРОХ TOYS ЛЕГОМТАХ 
®AXKEIN НМАХ 'OMOOYZION TO ХОМА ТО: ӨЕО! 


^ ^ ^ ^ 4 
1 Ano rhs етотой?в тод џакаріоо Иватаа(ои rhs pos 
"Етктутог tov KopívÜov "Етскотгоу" 


^ ^ ^ , 5 ` 
Taira де пбдеу ёёўАбєъ; “Н rotos Gdns еЕтрейбато диообатот elmetv тд 
ёк Mapias сдра rf) той Aóyou дедтута 


2 Атд тӯѕ а0т в епьотой?в: 


Ei бцоой 5 Ad D са 2к уў éxovri THS pÚouv, 6uoovatos де 6 

i dpoodauos ó Adyos тф офиати ёк уй EXovTLTHS POL, Оиооти ; 
Aóyos rà Патрі kara ту rv Потро Ододоу(ат, Оцоойатов стол kai 

^ ма ^ y ` ^Y / ^ 
о0т0 6 ПоттртФ owpati т@ ёк yis yevouévo- kai Ti Єт. шешфесде rots 
^ y Z ` ә š А / 

Apevavois Àéyouo, Tov Yiov ктісра, Aéyovres kai айто: tov Парера. 
броойохоу тов KTIOMACLY; 


1 Valentinus АроШпап ез, Apologia: fragmentum hic primo ex integro inventum. Excerpta 
singillatim: 

1 Athanasius, Epist. ad Epictetum, 2 (PG 26, 1052 C9-11); 

2 ibid. 4 (PG 26,1056 C8-14) 


V Introductio Leontii 
1 1 20 пот. Athan. éénpedoaro: ўрєйсато Athan. 
2 26 Kai post adroi transp. Athan. 
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Some of those who suffer from Apollinarius’s disease, or that of Eutyches, or 
members of Dioscoruss party, wishing to support their own heresy, have 
labelled some works of Apollinarius as if they were by Gregory Thaumaturgus 
or Athanasius or Julius, wishing to deceive the simple—which they have 
succeeded in doing. For they have been able to captivate many in the Catholic 
Church by the credibility of these persons, and you may find among many 
orthodox believers the Faith in Detail of Apollinarius, called by Gregory's name, 
and some of his epistles ascribed to Julius, and other works or expositions of his 
on the Incarnation ascribed to Athanasius, such as the so-called Exposition of 
the Faith in Concord with that of the 318; and not only these works, but others 
like them. It will become clear to you and to every lover of truth from the words 
of Apollinarius that will be presented below, and those of his disciples, to which, 
among others, Valentinus, who is cited below, belongs. 


I. BY VALENTINUS THE APOLLINARIAN: 
CHAPTERS IN REPLY AGAINST THOSE WHO SAY THAT WE 
HOLD THE BODY IS OF ONE SUBSTANCE WITH GOD 


1. From the Epistle of the Blessed Athanasius, 
to Epictetus, Bishop of Corinth 


Where did these ideas come from, what Hell has vomited them forth: to say that 
the body taken from Mary was of one substance with the Godhead of the 
Word? 


2. From the Same Epistle 


If the Word is of the same substance as the body which has its nature from the 
earth, and the Word is of the same substance as the Father, according to the 
confession of our ancestors, then the Father himself will be of the same 
substance as the body made from earth; and what would you have then to 
reproach the Arians with, who say the Son is a creature, if you yourselves say the 
Father is of the same substance as creatures? 
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3 Tot Kupiov AmoAwapíov- ёк THs трд Zapariwva епотой с: 


"Eóefáuwv тд ypáuua rs уйл cov, дєстото, kal eis бтєр ёбўтє 
пр душа. б кошісаѕ THY етотойти, та дъгатд соуєтраёашєу алт. [C] 
Тт» де érioToXiv той деапдтои pov, rijv eis KópwÜov йтостаћєсау, 
сфӧдра атєдєёашєда· тду де eimóvrov биоойпот деф тту ойрка, 
тоААт}у paviay катеуторет. 


4 Kai тало ато ris о®тў< етьотоЛ с“ 


Th yàp видове: TH прдв Tov Aóyov leia т) сдрЕ, où rfj фбав:, core ev тў 
буфав: ко! TÒ дарує exer, койдтер айтбв тох: rò Пуєдџа elvat тд 
Соотогоби тту сірка. Où yàp 1) Kai do@parov уєиёсӣа: oôpa dvvaror, 
фотпер dppovars Етеро: Àéyououv. 


[1949 A] 5 Amo ris pos A4vovúouov ЄтїттоАтў<› ў 7) apx": 


* ` ` / е Ë е э / ` м 0 76 Ë , А 
Еро! ка! puÀ(as 6ró0eous ý сба« вена, kai ёхдраѕ обдеш(а: mpdpacts трд 
тоў$ eùoéßerav qvAárrovras. Mydev тар poô kawóv бттєіто Tis viv, 
und arroownnow Ths аАӢєіаѕ дтолтєіто), ws ёк тайтув eipüvqv 
катаскєойсоу. Ort де ñutu obdels émáyew дуото тадта тд кота туо 
Леубиета,д7 Абу боти é£ dv del yeypapaper, oUTE THY odpra ToO Хот?ров 
Е одратой Aéyovres, обте диоойсот TH Өє‹ [тту сарка], каб боор ёст! 
M ` 5 ` \ \ pev 5 a / y ^ / 
сдрЕ Kai ov Өєд<, деди де kal? cov eis Ev ттрбтоәтто> туштон TH дєбттті. 


6 Kai am’ САЛ ématodns тў прдв «róv афтод», hs 7 A px 
[B] Oavpdlw поудаубиетов пер! тушу, 6uoroyotvTwr иёу @eóv би сарк! 


14 9 (ro IIveüpa ... сдрко): сЕ Joan. 6. 63; 2 Cor. 3.6 


1 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Sarapionem: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
159: ed. H. Lietzmann, Apollinarius von Laodicaea und seine Schule (Tübingen, 1904), 253, 
1. 15-254, 1.4) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 160: ed. H. Lietzmann, 
254,1]. 5-10). 

5 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), Epist. II ad Dionysium: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
(= frag. 164: ed. H. Lietzmann, 262, ЇЇ. 5-16), Il. 16-19 (ó, ... девтут:): сЕ etiam Tim. Beryt., Ad 
Homonium, Test. 8 (infra, Test. 2, 8: p. 548,1. 25-p. 550,1.3) 

6 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), Epist. I ad Dionysium, 1 (ed. H. Lietzman, 256, ll. 19-21). 
Cf. etiam: Conc. Chalc., Coll. Nov. 


V15 16 rà om. Tim. Beryt. 17 ypágopev Tim. Beryt. 
seclusi sec. Tim. Beryt. каб’ cov: каб ó V 19 деди: Өєдѕ V 
6 20 “ró addidi 


18 [rjv ойрка] 


21-22 Су gapki: voa pkov Apoll., Tim. Ael.; "corporalem" Coll. Nov. 
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3. By the Lord Apollinarius: from his Epistle to Serapion 


I received your kind letter, my Lord, and in regard to the matter the bearer of 
the letter asked about, we helped him as far as we could. We very much approve 
of my Lord's letter sent to Corinth; and we consider that those who say the flesh 
is of the same substance as God are wholly mad. 


4. And again from the Same Epistle 


For the flesh is divine through its union with the Word, not through its nature; 
so that it has the capacity of remaining so by the union, also, just as he says that 
it is the Spirit which gives life to the flesh. For it is impossible for the bodiless to 
become a body, as others foolishly say. 


5. From the Letter to Dionysius, of which this is the Beginning 


For me, piety is the basis of friendship, and there is no reason for enmity towards 
those who preserve piety. Let no one seek anything new from me, nor demand 
that I keep silent about the truth, in order to achieve peace thereby. And that no 
one can charge us with these things that are said against some, is clear from 
what we have always written, neither saying that the flesh of the Savior is from 
heaven, nor that it [the flesh] is the same substance as God, since it is flesh and 
not God, and God only insofar as it is united with the divinity to form one 
person. 


6. And from Another Epistle to the Same Man, 
of which this is the Beginning 


I am amazed to learn about some people, who confess that the Lord is God in 
the flesh, 
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` ^ /, ^ ^ e ` ^ 
tov Kópiov, mepvmumróvrow де Tfj Owupéoen Tfj каков Ото тфу 
IHavAaiLóvrov вісаҳдєіот. 


7 Kai radu ёк тїз айт в émoroAMjs- 


Оцойвуптол тд oôpa ёк тӯѕ IapÜévov, ў дєбттс ЕЕ odpavod. TO oda 
5 ы 5 / ° £ м 77 y A а 7 
епдаву ёх коМа: 1) дедтув diruoros, aiwvios. "Ev те тӯ ovvÜéoe uévei 
ко! тд сдра oôpa kai т) дєдттѕ Odrys: ei де тӯ Гро? odvnbes то GAov 
OcoÀoyetv kai тд óÀov avOpwrodoyely, ércpeÜa ко! rots рђшас: тос 
eíois, кой ил) шер сорет тд, àuépiora. 


8 Kai ато rhs mpòs Tepévriov émuoroÀjs: 


[C] Kat аітібтои êv б Tovvrs тд» Айоуто, тду 'Iooüv: ойто де Adovow 
dvruxpus, биодоуобутев тту трос то одра съудфегау. Об yàp ойто ёолтф 
guvámTerau, ойде биооўооу | óp.oovaío, kaÜámep ойто! Aéyew ойк 
фкупоол: обте yap oúvÜeous обте avvágeua айтар, Tt идеи adT@ éavrQ 
суудттетал, GAN érepov érépw тд сотаттбиетот. Ei де dwoovotos uév б 
^ ^ ^ / 
Aóyos TH офиоть диообапот 8€ тд сдра TH Абуш, adpata дўтоо 
e sal \ ` < 5 \ \ x 5 ^^ , > > » 
ékárepa, Kata то “Ovdeis «деу @eov, ойте (деи дбуатол” ойк apa 
5 , \ ^ 5 ` > 4 > А » 5 ` > 4 
épavepwOn Kata тодто, o00€ СДтЛафиву, apavys wv, ойде ал) 
* / / со 0 / 0 \ е ^ ° ^ 2 À / » 
Twavens Аус», "E0cacápe0a kai ai хегрев Пит éjmAáqnoav. 


9 Kai талу aro ris айт в érrvoroAfjs. 
Е! де ris Ñ úo прдасута, Aéyew тду Yidv, T] тт) oápka диооботот 


18 10 (airi&ra ... Ттсоду): СЕ 1 Joan, 4.3 16 1 Tim. 6.6; cf. Joan. 1.18; 1 Joan. 4.12 


18 1Јоап. 1.1 


1 6(cont.) 9.1 (ACO II, 2, 35, Il. 36-8; |, ut Julii); Coll. Cas., Test. 26 (ACO II, 4, 149, Il. 37-8; 
4, ut Julii); Tim. Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 312 (186, Il. 17-19; 4, ut Julii) 

7 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), ibid. 10 (ed. H. Lietzman, 260,1.14-21). 116-8 (ei dé 
... брёріота): cf. etiam Tim. Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 304 (178, ll. 18-21; ut Julii) 

8 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Terentium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 162: 
ed. H. Lietzmann, 254, 1.28-255, 1.9) 

9 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 163: ed. H. 
Lietzmann, 255, Il. 10-14) 


V 1 6 2 IIlavAwiatóvrov Apoll. cod. V (= Vat. Gr. 1431) 

7 5 ётА&обзу: mémÀaora, Apoll. 5-6 év re. - Beórnse? om. Apoll. codd. ANR, Syr. (txt. 
cod. V) 6 post Jedrns? add. tva évcOévros той Абуои: TÔ сорот: ddiaiperos peivy 7j 
девтув Apoll post сбутдев add. kai Apoll, Tim. Ael. ка om. Tim. Ael. 7 post ко? 
add. нєє Apoll. 
Apoll. codd. VNR. 

8 16 elder: (8ev V 


7-8 то Üeíows puao Apoll. cod. А 


8 peptLopev V (corr. Mai), 
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but fall in with the division which has erroneously been introduced by the 
Paulinians. 


7. And again from the Same Epistle 


The body we confess to be from the Virgin, the divinity from heaven. The body 
was formed in the womb; the divinity is uncreated, eternal. And in their 
combination the body remains body and the divinity divinity. If it is usual for 
the Scripture to call the whole [person] by divine names and the whole by 
human names, let us follow the divine language and not divide the indivisible. 


8. From the Epistle to Terentius 


And John censures the one who destroys Jesus; but these destroy him openly, 
confessing the unity [of the Word] with the body. For it is not united to itself, 
nor is it one substance united to the same substance, as they do not scruple to 
say; for this would not be a synthesis or unity, because nothing is united to itself, 
but one thing is united to another. If the Word is of the same substance as the 
body, the body is of the same substance as the Word, and both will be invisible, 
according to the saying, “No one has seen God, nor can one see him.” According 
to this, he never appeared, nor was he handled, being invisible, nor does John 
tell the truth when he says, “We saw him and our hands handled him” 


9. And again from the Same Epistle 


And if anyone says the Son is two personas, or that the flesh is of the same 
substance 
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2 / / x “ ^ 
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1 10 8 1 Joan1.1 11 21 сЕ Joan 1.14 24 Rom.8.6 f. 

1 10 Apollianarius Laodicenus, Syllogismi: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 112: ed 
H. Lietzmann, 233, 1. 30-234, 1.10) 

11 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Professio Fidei cum Jovio Episcopo: fragmentum hic primon 
inventum (ed. H. Lietzmann, 262, 1. 4-263, 1.14; 286,1.16-287, 1.9) 


` ^ е СА ^ š 
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У 1 10 7 драфй: apavi У 86: удрУ 
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11 27 «émovpáviov supplevi 
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as God and not as our flesh, or that it has come down from heaven and was not 
taken up by him who is from heaven, saying that the divinity is passible, let him 
be anathema. 


10. Proof by Syllogisms 


If the Word is of the same substance as the body, he was not united to it; but he 
was united to the body; therefore he is not of the same substance as it is. 

If the body is of the same substance as the Word, it was not seen or touched— 
for both would be invisible and impalpable, if they are of one substance; but 
John says, “We have seen and touched him"; therefore the Spirit of the Lord and 
his body are not of one substance, but the invisible and impalpable was joined 
to the visible and palpable for the purpose of union; therefore in it he became 
visible and palpable. 

He who says the body is of the same substance as God blasphemes, by holding 
that the bodiless has a body, because the Son, who is of the same substance as 
the Father, retains what is proper to him even when united to the flesh; and he 
is not separated from his own body because he is of the same substance as God, 
so that the body need not be considered the same substance. 


11. And again the Same Author 


I, Apollinarius and those in my party think as follows about the divine 
incarnation: 

The living Word of God took from Mary flesh of the same substance as our 
flesh, in union with his divinity, from the beginning of his conception in the 
Virgin, and so became human; for a human being is flesh and spirit, according 
to the Apostle, and this is what it means that the Word became flesh, that it was 
united to flesh like the human spirit. For a man like us is called flesh; but the 
Lord is a man above us; therefore he is also heavenly, because of his own 
heavenly Spirit which belongs to him, to whom the thoughts of the flesh offered 
no opposition. And therefore sin was destroyed in Christ, and death that comes 
from sin was destroyed, too; and we, sharing in his right activity by faith, are 
saved and become heavenly by likeness with the heavenly man, though we 
come from an earthly 
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111 19 Rom. 16.17 21 аАЛотріооѕ: сЁ Joan. 10.5 


1 12 Valentinus Apollinaristes, conclusio Apologiae: hic primo inventum (ed. H. Lietzmann, 
287, 1. 10-291, 1.30) 


V 11116 [ody] seclusit Torres; fort. legendum obres  броойотос Lietzmann 
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father. Therefore let him be accursed who does not say that the flesh is from 
Mary, and who says it belongs to uncreated nature and is of the same substance 
as God; but also he who says the divinity is passible, and that [Christ’s] mental 
sufferings are derived from it. 

And I, Bishop Jovius, confess that the Lord Jesus Christ is God the Word, 
without flesh, from all eternity, and that at the end of the ages he united to 
himself flesh from the holy Virgin; that he is God and man, one and the same, 
one compound hypostasis and one indivisible person which mediates between 
God and humanity and unites diverse creatures with the creator, of the same 
substance as God in the divinity which is his from the essence he received from 
his Father; and of the same substance as humanity, in the flesh united to him 
from human nature; adored and glorified with his own flesh, because through 
it we have received redemption from death and a participation in immortality. 
The flesh which is literally united to the Word, and never separated from him, is 
not that of a man or a slave or a created person, but of God the Word himself, 
the creator, the one who is of the same substance as God and of the same 
substance as the incorporeal essence of the ineffable Father. Those who say or 
teach that the flesh, literally united to the Word and never separated from it, is 
of the same substance as God, that is, as the incorporeal essence, we avoid, 
according to the apostolic instruction, as creating division and scandal in the 
churches, against the teaching which we learned from the beginning, and we 
consider them as strangers, because they oppose the ancient tradition and the 
peace of the Church. 


12.1, Valentinus, a Christian, Have Written also the 
Following against the Evil and Impious Teachings of Timothy 
and his Party, and their Teacher, the Most Wicked Polemius 


Since Timothy, the first disciple of Polemius, aroused himself against the 
Church of Christ out of deep ignorance, and teaches against the truth the 
impious doctrine of his teacher Polemius, madly teaching his companion 
Cataphronius in the following way, as he writes to his like-minded friends 
Paregorius, Uranius, Diodorus, [and] Jovius: 
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"Called divine and confessed to be of the same substance as God in its union 
with God the Word, the flesh of the Lord remains naturally human, and of the 
same substance as us” And again he speaks as follows, in the person of his pupil 
Cataphronius: “It is fitting to confess that [the flesh] is, in union, the same as the 
Word of God, and that it should be called by the divine title of the Word and 
adored as the Word and believed to be, as the Word, of the same substance as 
God.’ And it is still more impious than this, О Timothy, that you make the flesh 
which our Lord Jesus Christ took from the holy Virgin invisible, if, as you say, 
"as Word of God, the flesh is of the same substance [as God], through which we 
have obtained salvation, and we believe that the flesh of the Lord, which he took 
from the Virgin, is worshipped and called by divine titles and glorified along 
with the Word of God—flesh through which mediation ever goes on for us, 
since it is guided perpetually by the life-giving Word of God—and thus our 
Lord Jesus Christ is revealed to be one person, of flesh and the Word.” 

The flesh is called by divine titles because of its union with God the Word, 
not because of its nature; so that in this union it is able to remain what it is, just 
as the Lord himself says that it is the Spirit which gives life to the flesh. For it is 
impossible that through the union the body should come to be of the same 
substance as the incorporeal God—which those who follow Timothy and 
Polemius and their comrades foolishly and impiously assert, loving to play 
tricks in their resourceful turns of language and wishing to give his body the 
impossible honor of being incorporeal. But to be glorified with the glory of the 
incorporeal God is both possible for it, and fitting for the divinity which bears 
it. Therefore he is worshipped by all creation as creator and true, flesh-bearing 
Son of the Father, not as a God-bearing human being. 

What, then, is this great lack of education—or rather lack of faith—you all 
demonstrate, O Timothy: you and those with you, and your teacher Polemius, 
who say that the one body is of the same substance as, and also of another 
substance than, the divinity because of the union: the one body, unchangeable 
and changed—if, as you say, Аз Word of God, the flesh is of the same substance 
[as God]”? You contradict yourselves and anathematize one another, and as the 
reveling drunkard does not know what he does or says, so you don’t know what 
you are saying or what doctrines you are so sure of, while this impious teaching, 
which you so often affirm, accuses you. Learn, then, faithless ones, that union is 
not consubstantiality; and if something is consubstantial, there is no union; 
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xai dia тойтив дидрогов епефйут: 00де yap GAAws éÓvvápeÜa. Өєоў 
десоро  усувадол, ei ил) Oud o@paros. Tá де ка! Ти и биоойстов ó Kúpios 


5 \ 
15 катӣ odpra ov yàp кота THY Өєбттүто, 0096 yap ý дедтув ёк ушуалков--ил) 


уёуото!1—о®де ý адре дусдет, ойде dios. ‘Iva тадта Аёутүтє атістоѕ Kal 
дсє3д$ кота тв аЛудебав, uera тосойтив rexvoAoy(as SoypatilovTes THY 
idtav dcéeiuav, ка! éÀeyxóuevo, вто THs aAnOeias ws кокобруо: Kal 
дтато: ка! феидойбуо, катавишаате eiüévau бть 7) Evwors THY фбош 


^ ^ ^ € е л 
20 eddéacev. [С]Ойбе yap биоойапот éroínoev тд oda TH деф, ws vpets 


фаттайбието: тойивте Aéyew, ёктєсбитєс THs аАдєѓаѕ, Kat evuBpiLovres 
т?» ёк piravOpwrias Өєод cvykarápaoiw тод Aóyou, прдв ow@paros 
сиудфеват, eig ")uerépav соттріа» устошетти--диоойсот тў arabe? 
дедтуте Sud ту Evwow Аеуоттев: ті ват!” пдотв дасвейаз émékewa, Kav 


25 иорикв éavroùs Oedjonte пор вода, тарєрилрєбоутє коі 


фадгоируобутев ras belas Графӣѕ ка! ras B(BÀous той тріѕ pakapiov 
патрдв Тибу кої ддаскбЛлоо Атоћуаріоо, ws тё ёуурофа úpðv 
éAéyyovow úuâs, впер ётоиђсатє mpós &татту ка! oxdvdadov тфу 
дфейвотврот фиуудгт Kara тв éavrôv кориф?в, éne) TH дЛтдейд 


^ ` с ^ M Lg , > M 
30 дутепайесте ка! оїдатє бт “oxAnpov бий” прдв kévrpa. Локт! ен”, kai 


^ ^ ç ^ / 
пердроий modh ёхрђсасдє. “Остєр [D] kai ot Touóato, паротоитсаттев, 
Ж, ^ ^ E ` 
ойто Kal Kets, oxavdaArlopevor bid THY сарка той Хатйров, Kav zoÀÀot 
x 5 > ` / А А 2 / е ^ 
Фотаде, eis ойдеи Лоугабтаваде д:а тту доеВвеват Брат. 


3-4 Joan. 1.14 30 Acta 9.4 
11 стол) V 


V 1126 êri тӯ addidi 
16 Aéyere V 


9 дрруто ка! om. Torres 
23 атаб) V 
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because nothing is united or joined to itself, but a thing is united or joined as 
one thing to another: which [here] is the Word of God, joining himself to flesh. 
And this is what the word of the divine evangelist means, "The Word became 
flesh and dwelt among us": that the Word was united to living flesh. 

Furthermore, do you not know, faithless ones, that nature and essence are the 
same, especially in the case of God, the ineffable and incorporeal God, and in 
that of the eternal divinity of the sacred Trinity? The body which the Lord bore 
did not become eternal or incorporeal as a result of the union; therefore it was 
not of the same substance as the ineffable and incorporeal essence. The Lord is 
eternal, and even before [the existence of] his flesh is of the same substance as 
the Father; with the flesh, he is still of the same substance as the Father. The flesh 
was not of the same substance; for he put on a garment and robe, a veil for the 
hidden mystery, and wore it as something extra for man's sake, and by means of 
it appeared to men; for otherwise we would not have been able to see God, 
except through the body. Again, the Lord is also of the same substance as we, in 
his flesh: not, however, in his divinity. The divinity does not come from a 
woman—far from it!—nor does the flesh come from above, nor is it eternal. 
Since you say this against the truth, in your lack of faith and reverence—cleverly 
teaching your own impiety, but unmasked by the truth as villains and faithless 
ones and liars—please take the trouble to realize that it was the union which 
gave glory to his nature. It did not make his body of the same substance as God, 
as you dare to say in your flights of fancy, falling away from the truth and 
insulting the gracious condescension of God the Word, his union with a body, 
which took place for our salvation—for you say [the body] was of the same 
substance as the impassible divinity because of the union. For he is beyond the 
reach of all impiety, even if you should wish to deceive yourselves ten thousand 
times, misinterpreting and playing fast and loose with the holy Scriptures and 
the books of our thrice blessed father and teacher Apollinarius. Your writings 
reveal this about you, the writings you composed to deceive and scandalize 
simple souls against your own leader, since you struggle against the truth and 
know that “it is hard for you to kick against the goad” (Acts 9.4), and you use a 
great deal of subterfuge. Just like the lawless Jews, you who are scandalized 
because of the flesh of the Savior, many as you are, will be counted for nothing 
because of your wickedness. 





10 


15 


20 


25 


30 


540 IPOX TOYS ПРОФЕРОМТАХ TINA TON АПОЛПУАРОТ 


Е! де пер Лоте тд пєрієруоу THs фиуйв ка! тд дпиатот, vojoate 
[1957 A]av дедъ èv соат! пефуубдта, owpaTos ueráAqluw д:дбута трдѕ 
исто муфи" дедтутов. Tó yàp афио. тд просє:№ициёоу ёк тїз ayias 
Пардвьои одк aùrò Kal? éavró ту owrnpiav дідоси, GAN ёк THs тод 
Пуебиатов avvovaías,óvx tva rò oda e€evteAilyrat,aAX iva то Пуебца. 
бтердоба ута. My оду дєАђотте, mpos длтйттуу дфеЛеотерот Шоху, Tas 
парадёсє:ѕ той тріѕ иакар(ои татрдѕ ид Kat ддаскаЛот AroAwapiov 
ypágew eis THY диду дйафтиот тарадєси. Exeivar yap кал ка! 
вбаеВ в паретебуаат úrò той dry(ov ка! деофброи avbpos: oxéoecos yàp 
kai ruwfjs elow SnAwrikal, Kal od ффавов onuavTiKai—artiva дос тд 
“биоойапоу, @тєр peis ümíoTos ка! dceBds паредкате. óúcis yàp Kal 
ovota [В]тайтб» оти, ws mpoetzov, kai mávres де of THs дАди?с 
TÍOTEWS диойоупта! тодто уифакоиони. 

"Yueis де, Фрад: kai бАш ка! фдбуф даВоЛкФ ёё арҳӯѕ китдертев 
mpos тойв Фуйоив érrvakómrovs, Kal Фустиафието: KAKLOTOV GYOva катӣ 
tis вАдєіаѕ, kai oxilovres THY вккаусйот roô Хріотоў, eis тогабтту 
daéBevav érpamnre, wore тд пайутду oðpa биоойстот TH длгадесдебттт: 
8:0. туу évwoiw Àéyovres—ómep ддбуатоу kai doeBes—rois дудроутопз 
биоойстот oôpa kai Өєф Aéyew биоойсот. Kai môs “дуоутал eis бу 
é£ekévrqoav"; El yap óuooúouov тд бротду сдра тў &opárq Өєбттүть, ws 
dpeis Aéyere, Exdtepa Shirov дбрата, катӣ тд yeypapuévov, От: “деди 
obdels Ec paxev попоте, obre (де и дбуатол” б де Kúpios [C]judv Inaods 
6 Хротдв, ката тђу ёк Патрдв aidiws badpxovcay айтф дедтута, 
дбротов, като, де rv aápka Ту ёрбрєсєу ёк тӯѕ IlapÜévov дратдв. 
Хифбтера. оду сиртдесдо) ет! тод évós проафтои, Kat тд dAnbes où 
Siaddcerat ware ойде Sto првсота ó Хриатдв, ovde ý сарё диоотаба Ta 
Oed, Hryepovevopery Ото той деой Aóyov. 

“Осо оду тв дпаратоттои тойтув kai див Kat дпостойик?с 
тотеов ваш ópoAoynrai, ил) парабеефиеда. Tas "BeBrjAovs" таг тєрї 
Tipdbeov ка! Пойбшот kai rÀv abv aùroîs “Kevopwvias, ката. тд той 
ЯпоатбЛои rapáyyeAua- küketvo дё 8:0. uvijums Exwper, TO Оп” ойтой 
тал» eipquévov, бт. “Aipetixdv аудротоу pera piav kai деутерат 
гоудеса | паралто?, eiðs бт СЕ строттал ó тогобтов kai диартдтев: 


19-20 Zach. 12.10 (Aquila; Theodotion); Joan. 19.37 21-22 Joan. 1.18; 1 Tim. 6.16 
29-30 BefhjAovs ... kevwpwvias: 2 Tim. 2.16 32-p.592,1.1: Tit.3.10-11 


V 1 12 1 mepiéAgre У — vosjoere V 14 GuaBoAuc om. Torres 26 даЛоетал V 
29 BefhjAovs: B(BÀous conj. Torres 31 éxouev V 32 аудротоу: dvdpa V; correxi 
sec. NT 
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If you removed the flashy and faithless [covering] from your mind, you 
would know that God has appeared bodily, granting a share in his body to make 
possible a share in his divinity. For the body which was assumed from the holy 
Virgin does not bestow salvation simply of itself, but from the simultaneous 
presence of the Spirit—not so that the body should be disparaged, but so that 
the Spirit might be glorified the more. Do not, then, for the sake of deceiving the 
simple, attempt to adopt the arguments of our thrice-blessed father and teacher 
Apollinarius, in your writings, as part of your own shameful argument. For they 
were drawn up well and reverently by the holy, godly man; they express a 
relationship and honor, not nature—just what the word “homoousion” 
expresses, which you have faithlessly irreverently made part of your own 
presentation. Nature and essence, after all, are the same, as I have already said, 
and all those who acknowledge the true faith know this. 

But you, motivated from the start by diabolical spite and jealousy and envy 
against the holy bishops, and fighting an unholy struggle against the truth, and 
tearing apart the Church of Christ, have turned to such impiety, that you say 
that the passible body [of Christ] is of the same substance as the impassible 
divinity, because of the union—which is impossible and irreverent—and say 
that his body, which is of the same substance as human beings, is also the same 
as God. And how shall they "look upon him whom they have pierced"? For if 
the visible body is of the same substance as the invisible divinity, as you say, 
both will then be invisible, according to the text, “No one has ever looked upon 
God, nor can one see him? Our Lord Jesus Christ, however, invisible in the 
divinity which is eternally his from the Father, is visible in the flesh which he 
took from the Virgin. Put both together in the one person, and the truth will not 
be harmed: Christ will not be two persons, nor will the flesh which is guided by 
God the Word be [thought to be] of the same substance as God. 

Those of us, then, who professes this unadulterated, true and apostolic faith, 
let us not accept the "profane and empty words" of the party of Timothy and 
Polemius and their comrades, as the Apostle warns us. And let us keep this in 
mind, as again was said by him: “Reject the heretic after the first and second 
warning, knowing that such a one is perverse and sins 
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Фу одтокатакртов. Oi 8é пер! Тцибдєоу ка! Пойбшмоу od póvov 
aiperixol amepavOncav, аЛа. ка! ovkopávrar 6 yap Tpis uakáptos 
Siddoxadros пифу AmoAMvápws BÀacgpñuous kai paviaders ёуурӣрос 
dxrekáAeaev Tots Aéyovras бцоойстот тд са. той Kup(ou тӯ дедтут:. Kai 
ó иакдрьов де APavaaras, 6 дуиототов еп(акотов T) v, ereyev ws ёё доо 
ávagavévras Tovs тойитсаттаз етейи биоойопот тд ёк Mapías oda TH 
дєӧттті. Todd де Hyvonoav Тцибӣєоѕ ка! ó даддокаЛов отой ПоАёрло$, Kat 
ot с?р abrots, бт évòs дутов той проааутои той деой Aóyov kai тв capkós 
[1960 A] rs yevopévns бто той деой Aóyov, пров деди 7) mpoaKdvysis 
саркодёрта, où mpos сфрка. 1) проскбицонз. О0де yàp ó Adyos Ou. тђу 
сірка проокитестал, GAN 1) сарЕ TH Ady ovpmrpooKvuvetrat ws стой) Kal 
mreptBoAauov, Ws проейтот. "Одо: оду TH Kaveri тобто ка! TH ди? kai 
бтостоћмкў тобту Kal дтаратотто тїстє! ил} стохфоши, ёстосау 
dváÜepa. * BAérrere оду robs kóvas, @Аётєтє тоў$ какойв épyáras, BÀémere 
ттукататоиту»: дєє удрсшет ý пергтоил),о: Пуебиот: Өєоб Хатрєбоутєѕ 
«ai коухфиетоо èv Хротф Tqao ка! ойк èv сарк! пеподбтев” 


[2] ПМОВЕОУ AIIOAINAPIZTOY, EIIIZKOIIOY 
BHPYTOY. ПРОХ ОМОМОМ ЕШХКОПОМ 
KAI AYTON AIIOAINAPIZTHN, EN OIZ'EXEI 
МАРТУРГАХ AIIOAINAPIOY 


[B] ОддеЛфдв Иудтов Ада прдв Huds Kal етакойсаз той тдроо тод 
cvvreÜévros пар judy тєрї rs дебаз capxwoews той Aóyou, ёк 
дафдрат Aóycv тфу той тр џакаріоо SidacKdAov Hudv ётискбтоо 
ИпоМтар(ои, mapekáAeaev pépos ÀaBóvras ёё айтоб, idiws ёкдёодал 
adr pel Опоураф?в тиетерав, mpos trAnpopopiar Биби. Kat пот сарет 
тобто, AaBóvres ёк THs прдв Zapariwva ypapeions СтьатоЛ в таде: 

1 Кол оду Aéyew ка! айтдс: ойк {соу Пие Kal ó Хрьотдв: то бе 
Aéyew Ort обу биоойавов uiv 7) cáp£, éred деой сарё, óÀ(yms хр] бє! 
SiapOpadcews. Арешоу yàp Аёує бт. doer pèv биообстот туби сарка, 
просєіАфєу, ёо тє де дебат дтеде си: ато де ка! où Aéyeus, 


3-4 (ВЛаофтиоив ... дедтут:) СЕ p.532 supra, 1.11 5-6 (éAeyev... бебттт:): Athan., 
Ep. ad Epictetum 2 (PG 26, 1052 C9-11; cf. supra, p. 526, Test. 1, 1) 10 («в стбћ Kat 
перВодогот) cf. supra p. 538,1. 11 14-16 Phil.3.2-3 


2 Timotheus Berytensis, Ad Homonium: opusculum hic primo inventum; ed. Lietzmann 277, 
1.19-278,1.29. Excerpta singillatim: 

1 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Sarapionem: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 161: 
ed. Lietzmann, 254, Il. 19-26) 


16 «ai kavycpevoo om. V; supplevi ex N.T. 


V 1 12 4 тод Kupíov от. Torres 
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by his own self-condemnation.” Those associated with Timothy and Polemius 
are not only revealed as heretics, but also as swindlers; for our thrice-blessed 
teacher Apollinarius called, in writing, blasphemers and madmen those who 
said the body of the Lord was the same substance as the divinity. And the 
blessed Athanasius, our holy bishop, said that those who dared say the body 
taken from Mary was the same substance as the divinity were like apparitions 
from Hell. Timothy and his teacher Polemius and their colleagues were quite 
unaware that since the person of God the Word, and the flesh which came to 
being by [the action of] God the Word, are one, adoration belongs to God made 
flesh, not to flesh. The Word is not adored because of the flesh, but the flesh is 
adored along with the Word as his garment or robe, as I said. Those, therefore, 
who do not submit to this rule [of orthodoxy], and to this true and apostolic 
and genuine faith, let them remain anathema. “Look to the dogs, look to the 
workers of evil, look to the circumcision; for we are the circumcision, who 
worship the Spirit of God and boast in Christ Jesus, and who put no trust in the 
flesh” 


П. BY TIMOTHY THE APOLLINARIAN, BISHOP 
OF BERYTUS: TO HOMONIUS, A BISHOP AND 
HIMSELF AN APOLLINARIAN, IN WHICH THERE 
ARE EXCERPTS FROM APOLLINARIUS 


Brother Agapius came to us, and hearing something of the book we put together 
about the divine incarnation of the Word, from various works of our thrice- 
blessed teacher bishop Apollinarius, he asked us to excerpt part of it and write 
it out especially for him, in our own hand, for your encouragement. We did this, 
taking the following passage from the epistle written to Sarapion: 


1. You yourself put it well: we and Christ are not equal. But to say that his flesh 
is not of the same substance as we are, because it is God’s flesh, demands a few 
further distinctions. For it is better to say that he took flesh that was the same as 
we are in nature, but that he showed it to be divine by union; you say this too, 
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бті KATA тодто ойу биоойотов uiv, éner) Ocot cap, GAN ойто waAAov 
|Сдидрйдроцеусов ду Àéyouro: фбав: èv броойотоу Тити etvoa ти сарка, 
évoboeut де дєіау, Kal dia THs EvHoEews ёхоосау тд дїйфороу>. 

Taira де веб етос 6 mpoeipnuevos адєАфдѕ ка! Ада mpós бийс, 
педебву биг. Апер деасфиетов où, 6 kópiós pov Opóvios, урдфа 
érédwKas адтф тіттӣкіоу mepiéyov обтоз: “Eya 'Ouóvios éníakoros 
биодоуф бт: ó Adyos той деой сарка ёк Mapias ёЛаВєу uiv óuoovúorov. 
et dé ris Aéyou тту odpra THY уодетаат TQ) Коріф, каб otov дипоте Aóyov, 
dpoovatov TQ деф, дуадеиат оцет,” 

Eret обу ту деу фбс т саркдѕ каЛдв cuoAóyoas,rjutv биообавоу 
дтту bid pyew еп от, тту де прдв TOV саркодёута Aóyov ü«pav Evwaw 
от? дуєдєџатісаѕ, Kata итдера Adyov ovvovoio0a. abr1v тӯ [D] 
дедтуте урафаѕ GAN évwow uóvov дуои&са, тогайтти Ó evwour, ota kai 
дудропои yévovr' av ауіоо прдв Tov деди, ойк eis piav боту те Kal 
ӧпботасір cvvamTouévov, GAN èv ywpiou@ rs де ав фйоєш$ 
Jewpovupévov—kairor тод wakapiou ёт:скбтоо «ab д.даскалоо Т>» 
Апойшар(ои єітбитоѕ èv Stapdpors Adyous émucoweovetv THY сарка тод 
Kupiov rois тод Aóyov дубцас! те ка! дидиасти, uévovoav kai êv TH 
évioet odpra, ил) peraßañiouévyy nde ёё:оташёрту THs idias picews, 
Kal тду Adyov émiKowvwvrelv rots тв саркдѕ óvópaoí re kai idimpact, 
pévovta ка! év TÜ саркшав: Adyov ка! деди, um тралтёута, илде 
peramecóvra «в THY owpatos púoiw—karačíwoov dyAdoar Huiv 
пбтероу dyvodv та. [961 Aleipnudva пер! тїз ауіаѕ ка! соттріоо 
сарковешв тод Adyou mapa тод Xproropdpov патрдѕ ўш», 
дуебеийтсаз тадто, T) етпотфиетов èv, ws ш) KaADS де eipnueva Kal 
ойтдеЕеВаЛев,ка:тиз ката тбпот ё:Валћєѕ ws atpeow пародєёашёуооѕ, 
Kal TOV kýpuka tris єдоєВєѓаѕ ооу adTH àveÜeyu uas TH edoeBeia. 

2"Eq yap ëv TÔ Adyw, ob 7) apxy: “ Аугои ёё дрх?в «yéevvnua Kadds 
биодоуеСтал ката. тд одра б Христдѕ, ойто eos: 

ка! ойк éarw idiws ки оро. TO одра єйтєїї, Axwpiorov ду ёкєіуоу 
путов 00 офид ёсти, „АА THs тод актістоо kekowcdvnkev émovvpuas 
ка! т TOO деой кАтсєс$, От: прдв ёубттта Oed соуўттои. 


2 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), De Unione 2 (ed. Lietzmann 186; Il. 2-6) 


У 1 16 «кар addidi 

2 28 xyévvquo supplevi ex Apoll. 29 post éuodoyetras add. kai Apoll. Xpwrós: 
Kópuos Apoll. 30-3 éxeívov...éorivom.Apoll.cod.B.M.Syr.Add.14604 31 паутдѕ 
Apoll.codd. NR 
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in saying that in this respect it is not of the same substance as we are, because it 
is God's flesh; but one could say it more articulately thus: the flesh is of the same 
substance as we are naturally, but in union is divine, and through the union it 
retains the difference. 

When the above-mentioned brother received this, he went and showed it to 
you; when you saw it, my lord Homonius, you gave him a writing-tablet, on 
which you had written as follows: “I, Bishop Homonius, confess that the Word 
of God took from Mary flesh of the same substance as us. And if anyone says 
the flesh united to the Lord, in any way at all, is of the same substance as God, 
we anathematize him” 

If, then, you have confessed rightly about the nature of the flesh, saying that 
it is of the same substance as we are, but you then anathematize the supreme 
union of it with the Word made flesh, writing that it is in no way made one 
substance with the divinity, but you call it only a union—such a union as would 
take place between a holy man and God, nota person joined [to God] in one life 
and hypostasis, but understood in separation from the divine nature; [and if 
you hold this,] even though the blessed bishop, our teacher Apollinarius, says in 
various works that the flesh of the Lord shares in the names and characteristics 
of the Word, while remaining flesh even in the union, and not transformed or 
made to depart from its own nature, and [says that] the Word shares in the 
names and characteristics of the flesh, remaining Word and God even in his 
enfleshment, not changed or falling into bodily nature; then please be good 
enough to explain to us whether it is in ignorance of what our Christ-bearing 
father has said about the divine and saving incarnation of the Word that you 
anathematize these opinions, or whether you know what he said, but reject 
both them, as not well said, and us also, on the spot, as being receivers of heresy, 
and whether you anathematize the herald of piety along with piety itself. 

2. For he said this, in the book which begins, “Christ is rightly confessed to be 
a holy offspring from the beginning, as regards his body": 

It is also wrong to say the body is a creature by itself, since it is surely 
inseparable from him whose body it is, and also shares in the titles of the 
uncreated and in language about God, because it is joined to God to form a 
union. 
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3 kai шев érepa- 

Oŭrw ко! Өєф бӧџоодоіоѕ ката +ó llveüua то ддратог, 
суртероиВатоиеттв | В тф дубиати ка! THs capkós, бт: mpós TOV деди 
биоойогоутуотал“ ка таи дудротозсбиооботов,сиштер аи Borouévms 
ко! THS дедтутов TH зшиатъ OTL прдв TO ñutu биообатот qvos, ойк 
&ААоттоцёут$ тв той owparos Picews ву TH mpós деду dpoovoiw 
вушдв: Kal TH kowwvig тод “брооосіоу” бубцатов--Шапер ойдє THs 
дедтутов HAAaKTat pvats èv TH KoLvwria той dvOpwreiov сдшатов Kal 
Th дуорасіа THs uiv биоота(ои capkós. 

4 Kai тали Фи érépw Ау, 00 7) дру, Хр kai tò ca pkós HryepoviKov 
ду прбсотоу” тде тоёр. 

[C] Avayaptyros оду ó Kúpuos Inoots Хрьотдв, ws дедв--ка! pera 
THS саркдѕ—0роойсіоѕ TQ pdvw Oed, mpoarwvios Snuroupyos: ў де 
aap, Ws деой oapé, де, ws duoovo.os TH @e@, и ров Tveouévov айтф, 
диоойпоу TH деф, o) Keywpiopevov. ойде yap Kexwpiopevws odde 
Kivetras іда буто, @стєр avOpwros ov абтетеруптот. 'O uév yàp 
Өєд<, Kowwwvia THs capkós, б ил) Фу каб” éavróv dvôpwros: 7) де ca p£, 
Kowvwvia той Oeod, ý um ойто, Kal еол›тту Oeds. Ка! rà êv capri émópeva 
тахта, ёубттті ca pkós, ta xev б Oeds- rà де Oeod ira, TÅ zrpós деду évaboeu, 
mpooAapBaver ý oáp£. 


2 3 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Julius), ibid. 8 (ed. H. Lietzmann, 188, ll. 9-18). Cf. etiam: 
Tim Ael., Ref. Conc. Chalc., Test. 314 (187, Il. 11-21; ut Julii); Sev. Ant., Ep. II ad Serg. (131, 1. 
22-132, 1.1; tr. 99, IL. 15-24; ut Julii); Tim. Ael., Ref Conc. Chalc., Test. 13 (10, Il. 6-15; 1; ut Julii); 
Ep. de Isaia (191,11. 12-18; tr. 132, 11. 24-30; 7; ut Julii); Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. Ш, 6 (72, ll. 1-11; tr. 
50, 1.30-51, 1.4 7; ut Julii); Antijul. I (75, ll. 11-19; tr. 57,11. 19-28; 1; ut Julii) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (2): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 153: 
Lietzmann 248,11. 15-27) 


У 233 сиипараЛлацВотоцетв V; txt. Apoll Өєф Sev. Ant. 3-4 Өєду 
биообсот: биообоіоу T® Патрі Adyov Apoll codd. VNR, B.M. Syr Add. 
14597 — ovpreptAap,Bavopevors Apoll. cod. N 5 сфиати дубиат: Tim. Ael., Ep. de 


Isaia 6 ёЛаттошётѕ Apoll cod. V, Vat. Gr. 1431; ёғаЛАоттошертѕ Apoll. codd. 
NR  6eóv dpoovciw: деф биоойспот Apoll. cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14597, Sev. Апі; деду 
брооботоу Apoll. codd. B.M. Syr. Add. 14604, 12156; @e@ ópoovoíc Vat. Ст. 1431 7 ante 
брооосіоо add. туй” Sev. Ant. ante +$s add. ў Apoll 
Apoll. 9 тиу om. Apoll. codd. VNR, B.M. Syr. Add. 14597 


8 avOpwrivov 
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3. Anda little further on: 

So he is of the same substance as God by the invisible Spirit; and his flesh has 
been put on along with his name, because it is united to one who is of the same 
substance as God. Once again, he is of the same substance as human beings, and 
divinity has also been put on along with his body, because it [divinity] was 
united to what is of the same substance as we are. The nature of the body did not 
change in its consubstantial union with God and in sharing the name 
"consubstantial" —just as the nature of divinity was not changed in sharing the 
human body, and in being called flesh that is substantially the same as ours. 

4. And again in another book, which begins, "Flesh and that which guides 
flesh are one person; he says the following: 

The Lord Jesus Christ, then, is sinless, being God—even with the flesh—of 
the same substance as the only God, creator before all ages; and the flesh, as 
Gods flesh, is God, being of the same substance as God, a part united to him, a 
part ofthe same substance as God, not separated; for it does not move separately 
or on its own, in the way that a human being is a self-moving animal. For God, 
by sharing in flesh, is the man he would not be on his own; and the flesh, by 
sharing in God, is the God it would not be on its own. And God has all the 
consequences of flesh by being united with flesh; while the flesh receives in 
addition the characteristics of God, in its union with God. 
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5 Пал ви érépw Ауф erryeypappevep, “Mapias еукфилог, ка! тєрї 
ca pkooeos, ойто) фпайи: 

[D] Ме Шоу jen 6pG тд одра bia тду соукрадёута- ие от od той 
éavTo0 Àéyc афиатов uóvov, алда Kal TOV торіуау «ab TOV дууемкфу. 
прдв обдеи yap exeivwy ооукёкратол ó Өєд<, ойде wororðv kóopov TÀv 
сорбтоу éketvov одде: ойк ёё:содтол mpos Өєду rõv ayyéAwy ovdels, 
ws б kekpauévos ёк cwparos Kal Ведтутов éavróv é£vaot Oed), Àéycov- 
ссе е А y ` 3 е ^ A 29 ` ^ ел е v > 

Qs 6 Патпр exer боту бу ёол›тф, ойтсов ёдокєу kai тф Vid боту éxew èv 
éavrQ: 

6 Kai реб érepa тали" 

[1964 A] Kai èv éavrQ pev évepyoüv «іда то Пуебиа тогайттр 
évépyeiav oia Kal хоргодей àv, Üetov Туй та®тду, ws Kal ато тод соў 
Хротдв дпофербиетот opaca д0та.ойол удаоив ада; То де ахорсто 
Өєф ovvagÜév, ка! тойтду кето 8:0. THY Evwaw THY odoiwdn 

/ «e, / > \ + AA 2 2 > ^ > 0 ^ QA 
yevóuevov—“O Adyos” yap, поі, “sapé ¿yévero”—Toü0ro ov Üctov ойде 
деду йттєїдлүфо$; 

M ^ 

7 Пали èv стеро Àóyeo, ob 7 арҳт, “Ody дору) Kpeopayias пара. де; 

` А 
qoiv obTos- 

Od ит бт TÒ EE одрато?б, дА hvwuévov TH ovpavi 

ит» бт: TO cuvaupórepov ЕЕ ovpavod, GAN Frwy 9 обрат с» 
/ ` 2 ^ А 3 2? \ \ L4 3 ` ` 
Kal првосутот €v LET а0то? yeyovós, OÙPAVLOV катӣ тту évoow ёстіу, kai 
ws odpaviov mpookuveirat TH той одра (от деой тпроскиуђоє, кої Ws 
ovpaviov аф в: тӯ той ovpaviou duvape. 
^ ^ е 

8 Kal ёк тўс прдв Avovóotov ётістолӣ, ў 7 дрх?, Еио: [B] «ai piAlas 
бтбдеств 7) eúoéBeua per бАйуо, qoiv obros: 

ө, Š \ е ^ 26 ` > / Š , ^ M А А / 

От‹ 8€ utv ойдейв émáyew дбтатал тата. «rà» катӣ тис Леудиета, 


5 8-9 Joan.5.26 6 15 Joan.1.14 

2 5 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Laudatio Mariae, et de Incarnatione: fragmentum hic primo 
inventum (= frag. 11: Lietzmann 207, ll. 19-29) 

6 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 12: Lietzmann 208, 
Il, 1-8) 

7 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 154: Lietzmann 
248,11. 28-34) 

8 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Epist. ad Dionysium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 164, 
14-9: Lietzmann 262,1.11-16). Cf.etiam: Valent. Apoll., Apol., Test. 5 (supra, p. 528,11.16-19) 


5 ойде: ойдеуМ 


V 2 5 4 «као addidi 
7 20 yeyovos V; corr. Mai 
8 25 «rd» addidi sec. Valent. 
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5. Again, in another work entitled, "In praise of Mary, and on the Incarnation,” 
he says this: 

He sees the body as greater, because of him who was united with it: greater, I 
say, notonly than his own body, but greater than the fiery and the angelic spirits. 
For God was not united with any of them, nor was any of their bodies able to 
give life to the world; none of the angels is an equal of God, in the way that he 
who is compounded of body and.divinity makes himself equal to God when he 
says: “As the Father has life in himself, so he gave the Son also the power to have 
life in himself? 

6. And again, further on: 

And when you realize that the Spirit is working in you, with a kind of activity 
that can be taken away again, do you consider yourself divine, so that the robe 
around your flesh can heal the sick? Do you not, then, consider that body to be 
divine, even to be God, which is inseparably joined to God and has become one 
with him through substantial union— for he says, "The Word became flesh"? 

7. Again in another work, which begins: “There is no pleasure in eating meat 
with God,’ he speaks this way: 

Not because both are from heaven, but because it is united with the heavenly 
one and has become one person with him, is [the body] heavenly by union; it is 
worshipped as heavenly, with the worship we direct towards the God of heaven, 
and saves as a heavenly being, with the power of one from heaven. 

8. And from the letter to Dionysius, which begins," To me piety is also a basis 
for friendship;" he says, after a short while, the following: 

And that no one can charge us with these things that are said against some, 
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бпАди доти ёё dv де: уєурафаџєу, ovre ту сарка той Хотпров ёё 
одрауод Aéyovres ойтє броойс:оу TH @e@, каб ócov бат! айрЕ kai où 
Oeds, деди де kal’ баот eis Ev mpdowmov Туотал «rf» дєбттти. 

9 Пал év ётёр Ауд, об 1) apx), “Доёабоџєу mpemóvros Tov Kópiov 
иду Tyoov Хрьотду, pyotv obrws пер! тд теЛов: 

20у де Хротдв oôpa Deómvouv ка! mvedpa év capki дейкду, voüs 
ovpavios o0 peraoxetv едхбдиеда. (катӣ тд “Ниебв де voüv Хрстоб 
ёхоше”), capé dyia йедтут: сишфитв ка! тов peréyovow aris 
êviôpúovoa |С|девтута, деи Лов aiwviov Cwis, apynyos афдарсѓаѕ 
дудрауто:з, aiwviov krícews Snpioupyos, тод иеЛАоттов aidvos патр. 

10 IláMv èv érépw Ауф со ороткд, соукєциёрю eis TÓv 
вдаууеМотту Таалут, об 7 арҳт), “Дій той Adyou rà mávra ёуёуєто, 
Kara TÓv едаууеМотту, фтүтфу ойто: 

IIós o) дедв алди ó Ауа, “Тосодтоу ypóvov ueb ópv ceiu kai 
ойк ёуршкӣѕ ue, Binne”; —rhv ws аудротоо сиуботр вт» pera 
дудротаз èv тосот хрдус» ду), kai тду аудротоу Oedv arrodekvos, 
фоте одк aia Xvvréov биоойапот TQ Oed Tov rowÜrov avOpwrrov Леуеш, 
дебтутов «дє: тф потрикф yvwpilopevor, ws 7 VÀ TÓ opas 

[D] 11 Пали &v rh 95 pnow ойто 

Обте оду то дєікду | ддротитот| moret, тӯ дголреде: тӯ катӣ тд oda, 
тд Èv (адтут: Tfj прдв TOV деду поттек? ка! dvavewTiKh, ддбтатот elvat 
érépav фбоши, то дудротитот, тод Хрьстод ката тд oôpa, (Kab èv TH pos 
деду iadryrt, пергор вавол дудротот пергоргоцо, ws avOpwrrov oôpa 
Kal où Oeo. 


9 7-8 1 Cor.2.16 10 14-15 Joan. 14.9 

2 9 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?) fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
155: Lietzmann 249, Il. 1-8) 

10 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum in Joannem: fragmentum hic primo inventum 
(= frag. 114: Lietzmann 234,1]. 21-9) 

11 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 115: Lietzmann 
234, 1.30-235, 1.5) 

V 2 8 1 ypágopev V; correxi sec. Valent. 2 post @e@ add. rjv odpra Valent. 
ócov: 6 Valent. 3 «rjj addidi sec. Valent. 


10 той uéAAovros aidvos таттур om. Torres 
11 20 [ávOpcomrwov] seclusi 
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is clear from what we have always written, saying that the flesh of the Savior is 
not from heaven; nor is it the same substance as God, insofar as it is flesh and 
not God. [It is] God only insofar as it is united with the divinity to form one 
person. 

9. Again in another work, which begins, "Let us fittingly glorify our Lord 
Jesus Christ” he speaks near the end as follows: 

The living Christ is a body full,of God's spirit and a divine spirit in flesh, a 
heavenly mind in whom we pray to share (as in “We have the mind of Christ"): 
holy flesh organically joined to the divinity and establishing the divinity of 
those who share in it; the foundation of eternal life; the initiator of incorruption 
for humanity; the creator of eternal creation; the father of the coming age. 

10. Again in another work, a syllogistic treatise composed on the Evangelist 
John, which begins, "Through the Word all things came to be, according to the 
Evangelist; he says this: 

How is he not true God, who says, "Have I been with you so long a time, 
Philip, and you do not know me?"—indicating his presence as man among men 
for such a time, and revealing that the man is God, so that one should not be 
ashamed to say that such a man is of the same substance as God, recognized by 
the form of his Father's divinity, just as matter [is recognized] in the body? 

11. Again in what follows he says this: 

The divine reality, in its distinction with regard to his body—that element 
which is equal to God in power to create and to renew—does not make it 
impossible that another nature of Christ, the human, recognized in his body, 
should, even in his equality to God, be defined by the definition of man, as the 
body of a man and not of God. 
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12 Kai таму èv ётєро Ауф avddoytoTiK@, об ў дрх1, “Td дийфороу 
€xov боту, Quáqopov évépyyeuaw," сіу ойто: 

Zoorrotet де Huds ý сйрЕ олтоў бад, THY cvvoverwpevyny алт) Өєбттүта, 
[1965 А]то бе оото:ду декду: Өєїктү dpa сдрЕ, бт: деф ovvijon. Kai 
abr pev ade ueis де со биеда, цетехоттев айт?в Gomepel трофйс: 
то де Өрєттікду, évepyóv ду v TH Tpepouévw, <00% биообалот айтф Kal 
ov трефбиетог. ‘Opoiws kai ei тд боото:ду, où Ссотогойиетдиу бати 
dpoiws тф wororovuévw, ойу броойсіоу адтф. "H yap ду ñv oôpa 
Üavárov ws тд Тиетерог, бсотоесодол дедиетот: o? “oda де Üavárov" 
алла whs, rò apa той Хріотод: ойк apa броойсіоу avOpwrivy тд 
детоу. 

13 Kai v TÔ прдз Фааошатду Àóyo, o 7) ápx1), “Ett ка! viv тд TÀv 
edTeAav даудротоу рат етал Христдс» ето пола qoiv- 

[B] IToAA® де uGAMov вт! тв тод асоратоо прдв cpa pácecs, éve 
TOTHS фбавовтфу évo)Üévrov. Ко! удрка!тд cua ouo, kai TÓ dow parov 
dodpatov. Kai reAeorárwqv évwow A€éyerar Өєдѕ ceowpatwpevos, Kai 
oôpa reÜecpévov. ка! каб б uév Өєдѕ 6 ceowpatwpévos dvOpwros, тд 
ovvappdrepov: кой" 6 де oôpa TeÜecojévov Oeds, máAMv адтд ovvauqórepov. 

14"Emevra pera Врохеа gmouv obros: 

«Odio hòn дфатотол тд сдра той пЛастдт eiva Kal и иорф? SovAon, 
алла деддбастал TH mpos йктістоу ёуосє: фис:к?, ка! кат адтту тту 
yévyyna тту ёк тӯ IIapÜévov. Kai катӣ тодто o) uerémeoev ёк той 
пЛоотду elvas eis TO йктістоу єЇуал, GAN Hvwrat TQ актіото, Kal Өєдѕ 
Ov ката THY тод Өєод ёсе, йктістбу ёстіу ӯ @eós. Ка: | С|ете:д?) той 
Потродв ойк ду yévovro o@pa—ov yàp сшиатобта: Паттр--катд. тодто 
ойк ayevyytov pnbein more: ovre idia фбав: ayévvynTov, Фапер ойде 
увууутду Geod, ойтє ёросє‚ dyévvqrov yevópevov. Womep Yids kai 
yévvmua TH прдв TÓv yévvnTov Yidv évóoei фосик те Kal Е дру?с. 


12 9 (oôpa Üavárov) Rom. 7.24 


2 12 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum (2): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
116: Lietzmann 235, 1. 6-17) 

13 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Ad Flavianum: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
147: Lietzmann 246, ll. 20-8) 

14 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid.: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 148: Lietzmann 
246, 1.29-247, 1.10) 


6 «oy addidi 6-7 kai od: fort. ойде 


V 2 12 5 worepel: ws пер! Vi corr. Mai 
14 20 ‹ойк› addidi 
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12. And again in another syllogistic work, which begins, "Having a different 
life, a different activity; he says this: 

His flesh gives us life through the divinity which is united substantially with 
it; and what gives life is divine. It is divine flesh, then, because it is joined to God. 
And it saves, while we also are saved by sharing in it as in food. Now what 
nourishes, being active in that which is nourished, is <not> the same substance 
as it is, and is not itself nourished. Similarly, if it gives life, it does not receive life 
like what is vivified, nor is it of the same substance. Otherwise, after all, it would 
be a “body of death” like ours, in need of vivification; but Christ’s body is not a 
“body of death” but of life. Therefore the divine is not of the same substance as 
the human. 

13. And in the work addressed to Flavian, which begins, “Even now, Christ 
is still scourged by worthless men,” after many other things, he says: 

Much more, in the mixture of the incorporeal with a body, the characteristics 
of the nature of what is united remain. For the body is body and the incorporeal 
is incorporeal. And by a most perfect union, God is said to be embodied, and 
the body divinized; and in that the embodied God is a man, he is both; and in 
that the divinized body is God, it is, again, both. 

14. Again, a little further on, he says this: 

The body has <not> already ceased from being a creature and having the 
form of a servant, but it has been glorified by its natural union with the 
uncreated, even in the moment of its conception by the Virgin. In this it did not 
change from being something formed into being uncreated, but it was united 
with the uncreated; and being God by union with God, it is uncreated insofar 
as it is God. And since it did not become the Father’s body—for the Father did 
not become corporeal—therefore it is never called unbegotten: it is neither 
unbegotten in its own nature, just as it is not begotten of God, nor has it become 
unbegotten by union. As Son, it is begotten [of God], through union with the 
Son who is begotten by natural union and from the beginning. 
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15 Ка! v TÔ прдв Aue pov Aóyq TQ прото, perà Tov пер! Tprddos i 15. And in the first book against Diodore, after the section on the Trinity, in 
Àóyov, ви Kepadai 19, ойто фай" chapter 14, he says: 

То é£aíperov Ñv kai тд дацийатот ка! тд eis maé, ойк ёк Šeurépou What was outstanding and wonderful and unique, what has not happened a 
ywópevov,1) прдв od pKa evwats Oco, qv obðauÂs ñ ат) Pux) парадехетол, second time, was the union of God to flesh. Your soul can never accept this, nor 
0096 тфу ав проаудутат eis rùs ácéBeuw тойтт” kal THY «rof can Ше souls of those who led you to this impiety and lack of faith proper to 
dvrixpiorou dmoriay. Kai дата ес ту Qipay ёоси», [D]kai Aéyei Antichrist. You make sport of the supreme union, and say that the characteristics 
одкёті uévew rà {8:0 тод Oeod kai rà 1:0 THs capKés, ёду Evwars ñ, ВЛА of God and the characteristics of the flesh no longer remain if there is union, 
АфєоӨол THY äkpav évwow Aavid, ёду Kata сарка THY AKpav evwow but rather that David destroys the supreme union, if we confess the supreme 
биоћоуодџєу тту ёк davíð. union in the flesh taken from David. 

16 Kai ¿v TÂ кё’ кефа Ло!) той" 16. And in the twenty-seventh chapter he says: 

Ayavaxreis yoüv бт. yd putt тў тоб деой просє:Арёғал rv áBavacíay You are annoyed, it seems, because we do not accept the idea that he who was 
тд “ёк опериатов Aavid” ob просибиева. Kav тт airiav épwrnbdev, of David's seed received immortality by God's grace. And if we are asked for the 
Aéyopev- bud тту крах Evworr. reason, we say: because of the supreme union. 

17 Пали èv тф ба" Keparale- 17. Араш in Ше sixty-first chapter: 

Kai ойк aisyiverar púow pev iv abr Aéyov, yéveaw 8ё 8áqopov— And Не is по! ashamed to say Ше nature is the same, but the generation is 
и втолоу ду ко! тєриттду тту ёк Пардероу yévvmou elodyeoau ei ил) ко rà different—even though it is silly and superfluous to introduce [the idea of] 
yevvdyuevov ёпбёоу ein тв yevvýoews GANG тодтду тої Е дудрв Kal virginal conception, if that which is begotten is not worthy of such a begetting, 
yvvaucós yervupevors—yrevdlav тђу dkpav évociv ós [1968 А|4крог but is the same as those begotten of man and woman—and to jest at the supreme 
&céBeiav, Ту ai Octa. capds elaáyovow Графол, obre тд ávÜparriwov union as being the supreme impiety, although the holy Scriptures clearly 
дуалретикдутобдеойбпогобааьобтетфдекфтддудроттоудуатрепоивол. indicate it: they neither suggest that the human destroys God, nor до they 

18 Kai èv Tô В' Ау mpos adrov A.ó6copov, év Kepadraiw кВ', ойтоѕ overturn the human by the divine. 
q»oiv. 18. And in the second book against the same Diodore, in chapter 22, he says 

Kai ётє:дл) ra pakaAets Тийз ётокру добо más orépua той Aavid тд this: 
èk ris бєїкў< obolas, kove бт ката oáprwow. ITás тд ктьотду dria Tov; And since you ask us to answer how that which is of the divine essence is the 
‘Qs буо тф бктіоте. ITàs душоирудв тўѕ krícews ó картдв THs seed of David, hear that it happened by incarnation. How is the created 
AaBid koi) (as; Qs ходу тф @muuoupy@. [lds тд ёё ИВради про АВра&ц; uncreated? By being united to the uncreated. How is the fruit of David's womb 
‘Qs удеу T про АВрааџ. creator of the world? By being united to Ше creator. How is he who comes from 

Abraham before Abraham? By being united to him who is before Abraham. 

15 8-9 (ката oápka ... david) Rom. 1.3 

16 12 (Експерцатов Aavid) Rom. 1.3; 2 Tim. 2.8 

18 23 (сперца тод Aavid) Rom. 1.3; 2 Tim. 2.8 26 (про Aflpaáp) cf. Joan. 8.58 

2 15 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Contra Diodorum I, 14: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= 
frag. 140: Lietzmann 241, ll. 3-13) 16 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. 27: fragmentum hic 
primo inventum (= frag. 141: Lietzmann 241, Il. 14-17) 17 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. 

61: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 142: Lietzmann 41, ll. 18-26) 18 Apollinarius 
Laodicenus, ibid. II, 22: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 143: Lietzmann 241, ll. 27-34) 

V 2 15 5-6 «rof». дутуротои: àvrüypiorov V 7 péver V 9 david om. 
Torres 


17 15 yéveaw: fort. yévvgow 
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B] 19 Kai év T As' кєраЛоіо той айтой ÀAóyov. 
t t 
AAAG rara рАоар®», Аеубто THs TH @e@ каб ёубттүто. Tpooðrov 
avvapber oùyi Oeds abv атф. [lds тд TQ дкт те kab évórmra Gorua)v 
^ ` 
évwbev ойк &kTLOTOV ovv a0T@; Ei yap ob kow) ý епотиш(а, обдет obras 
Eora TÒ ovyKekpapevov: паутоу Ó dAoywratov, ei TOIS ÈV тод ооротос 
dvóuacw» dvoudowperv TO ёсоџатоу, Aéyovres сарка усусттадал. тду 
Aóyov, TÔ де той dowpdrov ил) Tpocayopedowpev тд сдра катд. тту 
évwou иёутоь THY прдв ékeivo. Kai ei дауца е: mds тд ктистдт els тїр 
тод dkríoTov mpoonyopiay буобтал, тоААф ид Хот érepos Üavpuáoe, 
Sixaiws т@$ TÒ AKTLOTOV TH rpooTyop(a THs ктьот?в саркдѕ тусто. 
[C] 20 Kai év rfj dvaxepadaiwoet той айтой Àóyou фтусїъ- 
В е 4 \ > Г. ` ` [24 ç ` \ # 
Ei 6 Aóyos càp£ wvdpacrat Sia THY évoyouv, епетол ка! THY сарка 
ГА 5 #. A ^ е е ` Ф c A 4 
Aóyov дуоцафесдол ĉia THY évwow: ws де Adyos, ото ка! AKTLOTOS— 
5 е ` x > »U / 5 ^ е 7 5 / 
оду бт. ил) ExTLOTAL, GAN бт Adyos ёк тв Evwoews àmegáv0n. 
2 ел Vo ` 
21 Пало єў ov ws pyotv. 
Q » 0 ^ А / ¿ , g , A ` ^ \ ЖА 
в дудроутов Tots GAdyous 00015 биоойато: ката. TO oôpa то GÀoyov, 
е # ` за ` o N € , 5 £ £ F4 
érepoovoaror 8 каб ô Aoywol, ойто kai ó Kúpuos, àvÜpcmrows óuooúouos 
^ ^ f 
Фу катд THY odpra, ётєроойсибс ёст kal’ 6 Aóyos kai дедв. 
^ ee е ^ 
[D] 22 Kai àv ouÀÀoyuoTuk@ Абуо, o1) арҳт, “Оса дбо буто, Evodrat, 7) 
е Z A , 
е:де: 7 биото(а, úo évet” тоќ таде: 
^ ^ Фел 
"Opyyavov kai тд клобу iav пефикет dxroreAety évépyeiav- об де 


2 19 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. 36: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 144: 
Lietzmann 242,1]. 1-12) 

20 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. summarium: fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
145: Lietzmann 242, 1. 13-17) 

21 Apollinarius Laodicenus, ibid. fragmentum primo apud Theodoretum, Eran. П, Test. 97 
(184,11. 19-21) inventum (= frag. 146: Lietzmann 242,11. 18-22; frag. 126: Lietzmann 238,11.8-12) 

22 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Opus Syllogisticum contra Diodorum ad Heracleum: fragmentum 
hic primo inventum (= frag. 117, Il. 3-5: Lietzmann 235, 1. 26-236, 1. 2). СЕ etiam: Justn., Ctr. 
Mon., Test. 62 (17, ll. 9-11); Syn Lat. (320, ll. 37-8; сЕ 436, Test. 78-9, 1. 195: cit. ab Anastasio 
Antiocheno); Doctr. Patr. 12, XX (77, ll. 11-14); Conc. Const. Ш, 10 (449 D13—E3; 1); huius textus 
etiam mentionem fecit Ambrosius, De Incarnationis Domini Sacramento 6, 51 (CSEL 79, 250, 
1l. 50-1) 


7 mpocayopeócouev V, соп. Mai 


V 2 19 6 ‹дудраси» add. Lietzmann 
8 éxeivy V* 

21 16 ws om. Thdt. 
аі. cod. V 

22 21 ante évépyeiav add. тт Justn., Syn. Lat., Conc. Const. Ш, Doctr. Patr. об: ei Justn., 
Conc. Const. Ш; v Syn. Lat., Doctr. Patr. (Ф cod. E) 


17 кбрьов: Oeds Thdt. (txt. cod. J) 18 Өє0: дудроутоз 
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19. And in the thirty-sixth chapter of the same book: 

Butletthe one who talks such nonsense explain how what is united in a unity 
of person with God is not God along with him. How is what is united to the 
uncreated in a living union not uncreated along with him? If the names they are 
called are not shared, that which is combined will amount to nothing, and it 
would be most illogical of all, if we call what is incorporeal by the names of a 
body, saying that the Word became flesh, but do not call the body by the name 
of the incorporeal—though [only] because of its union with it. And if he 
wonders how the created is united in name with the uncreated, much more 
justly will someone else wonder how the uncreated shares in the name of 
created flesh. 

20. And in the summary of the same book he says: 

If the Word is called flesh because of the union, it follows that the flesh will 
be called Word because of the union; like the Word, it is also [called] uncreated— 
not because it was not created, but because the Word is revealed by the union. 

21. Again, he next says: 

As men are of the same substance as irrational animals as far as their 
irrational body is concerned, but of a different substance as far as they have 
reason, so the Lord, too, being of the same substance as men in the flesh, is of a 
different substance insofar as he is Word and God. 

22. And in the syllogistic work which begins, “If two beings are united, either 
in form or in agreement, they remain two, he says the following: 

The instrument and the mover generally produce one activity. If a being 
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имат évépyeua, pia kal Y) odaia: pia dpa ovcia yéyovev тод Aóyov kai тоб 
брудтог. 

23 Пеи èv да бус об ý друт, деди T] &vOpwrov Аёує TOV Хрото”; 
uer dAlya тд. прфто. époyrjoavros той dv évavrías, "Kai más TÒ oôpa 
Oes kai душлоирудв kat дєотбтт”; ümexkpivaro eimav бт 

Өєод ada. Kal душоируой kai деапвтои тту ёубттта éxov, Ту ody 
ебрикацет одаот дудротох прдз @eóv. 

[1969 A] 24 ПА èv Абуф обл рут), “Tò miorews дуайду purdéwper,; 
фс! ойто, пер: тд, те: 

Abro ёл) ка! буто ravrewol Tas Puyds, ої TO ойто) oeuvòv ка! péya 
kai тауквошо» о Васа. pk póv пуойиетон. 

“ДЕОКМТГОТУ» Мпбхри kai табта «де ао Tots ш) Мат dyvwpoor той 
Arodwapiov «иа ras еп” будиат: TovMov pepouévas ётістоћӣѕ, пАту 
dv Adavdotos kai ot teropucol иеитпутал aŭro émoroAdv. Oi yap айтой 
ЯпоМтар(ои айтута таЛалбтеро: пбутоу ту TAvTALS xpmoauéverv— 
o? uóvov бтосҳістду (rÀv TovaAiov, ws eikós, тайтаз émvypoubávrov), 
GAAG kai rv ópBo8ó£cv єісіу, dv oi rfj тгураф? ovvaprrayévres, 0pÜds 
raras kaivoety kai Aéyew пуехбусат,дьд.то тод просотоодёбтістоу— 
QÀÀos те Kal тйутозу n GÀÀov тфу ópÜo8ó£cv ёкєіуооѕ єікдѕ TOUS Adyous 
тод (оп émíoracÜa. д:даскадот. 

[B] "Iva 8ё ил) uóvov ёк тўѕ paptupias rdv шавутбу rods абтоб 
ётьуш@окоцєъ Aóyovs, Kav те ToúÀuov, Kav те Гртубріоу, Kav re A0avá cov 
pevdas rives айто!в émvypáqooiw, ЛАА ка! ёк rhs сууувтебав rv Aóyaw 
ка! тоб характ?ров, Pepe mpós As oi троєиртцёуог отой pabyral 
партуоуоу айтоб хрђсєі Adywv, Kal droTEAEis олтоў ка! ddoKAnpous 
паройфиву Adyous, прдв reÀecrárqv TANpogopiay тфу prradnbads 
évrvyyavóvro Tis ÈV тойто те Kal rois феидетгурдфонв TAVTOTTOS. 


23 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Dialogus (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 157: 
Lietzmann 249, Il. 14-20) 

24 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Sermo (?): fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 
156: Lietzmann 249,11. 9-12) 


1-2 той ópyávow rs capkós 


V 2 22 1 yéyovev ante ovoia transp. Doctr. Patr. 
Justn., Syn. Lat., Doctr. Patr. 

Scholion Leontii 
Тусохедцаат conj.in marg. V Torres 


12 «AEONTIOY addidi — «óet£av» addidi 
23 émvwypáqovow V, corr. Mai 


18 AvexOnoar: tows 
24 äs: als V 
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has one activity, it has one essence. Therefore the essence of the Word and its 
instrument has become one. 

23. Again in the Dialogue which begins,“Do you say Christ is God or man?” 
after some preliminaries, the adversary asks, “And how is the body God and 
creator and master?” He answers that: 

The body of God, the creator and master, has a unity, which we do not findin 
a man related to God. 

24. Again in the work entitled, “Let us preserve the good of faith? he says 
this, towards the end: 

They are wretched and truly unfortunate in spirit, who consider such a 
venerable and great mystery, regarded with awe by all creation, to be a small 
thing. 


< Leontius:> This is enough, for those who are not overly stupid, [to show] that 
the letters circulated under the name of Julius are by Apollinarius, except for 
those of his letters which Athanasius and the historians record. For the disciples 
of Apollinarius himself are prior to all the others who cite them—including not 
only the schismatics (who wrote these works under Julius’s name, as it seems), 
but also the orthodox, who were carried away by the title and believed that they 
were correct in thought and language, because of the credibility of the person. 
In any case, it is likely that they [the Apollinarians], more than all the orthodox, 
know the words of their own teacher. 

And so that we might recognize his words not only from the testimony of 
disciples, whether they falsely entitle them by the name of Julius or Gregory or 
Athanasius, but from the similarity and distinctive style of the language, now, in 
addition to those excerpts of his works which the aforementioned disciples 
produced, let us present complete and entire works, to convince fully those 
lovers of the truth who read them of the identity between their content and that 
of the forgeries. 








10 


1 


2 


2 


5 


0 


«а 


560 ПРОХ TOYS IIPOOEPONTAZ TINA ТОМ 'AIIOAINAPIOY 


[B] AITOAINAPIOY. ЕК IIAAAIOY АМТІГРАФОҮ 
*YPE@ENTO2 ЕК TH BIBAIOOHKH TOY THY 
ZIAQNION OEOOIAEZTATOY EIIIZKOIIOY ANAPEOY 


[C] Kupious тциотато ériokóros то êv Діоколсарєіс èv Kupiw xaípew. 

IIpooe8okópev, урдишата. ти в àmoore(Aavres, duoiws тей есдал 
mapa тв бретерос dyámws, KÚPLOL TYLLWTATOL, оќои де тара тод 
paxapiov ётіскбтоо Абауасіоо, єідбтоѕ Huds ка! тої дбушас: 
сушфотоив айтф Kal пер! тйуто, mreiUqviovs. Erei де ойк дутеурдфоте, 
dua тодто Àoyuoduevot ит) поте TO ukos тв EmLoTOAHS où саф? тту 
younv Tv катёсттсєу бий, ioù cagós ypápopev axddovba TÂ 
котф SidackdaAw tuadv те kal rjv. Aéyc де табта пер: THs eias 
capkwaews, éner) roúrwv ёуєка TOADS Üópuos, оюк ёё Hudv китдєіѕ, 
GAN ёё érépow, [D] пер! àv скот. Hpeîs диодоуобрет ойк eis vO pwaov 
дугоу émuóeómumkéva, тду тод Өєод Aóyov, бтєр Пу èv профттолв, GAN 
адтду tov Adyov адрка yeyevíjoau ил) йує:Мфбта уобу àvÜpoxrwov, 
vobv трепбретот kai айхиаЛлотевиевтот Àoyuouots pura pots, adda Üetov 
бута, уоби, втрептог, oùpáviov: 010 kai où сдра dijvyov, ойде дуа(абутот, 
ovde дубутог elyev ó Хотбр--0йде yap oldv те ñv, тод Kupiov 8v ибс 
аудротоо yeyevnuevov, дубутот «Тал тд одра афтод —Ү!бѕ те Фу 
ал05 той Oeod, yéyove kai vids дудротгои: ка! wovoyevis Ov Yids той 
Oeo, yéyovev 6 айтдв ка! протдтоков v zoÀÀots адейфойв. Дд ойде 
érepos Ñv 6 про Apad. Yids тод Oeod, érepos де 6 pera ABpadp, àÀX els 
TéÀAevos той Өєеой Movoyevms, réAews де beig тейвдтут: Kal ойк 
avOpwrivy. Tots [1972 A]ratra ppovotaw диоЛоуобцет когисоте и: rots 
дє тауаутіа ppovotar kai ypáqovotv o) коатобиет. 


[4] TOY AYTOY. ЕК THX KATA МЕРОХ ПІХТЕОХ 


А а А 
"Епе:д? rwes mapnvóyÀgoav Тит, ауатретєи ётіҳє:родитєс тўр 


Scholion ad [3], Il. 10-11,тф когу д:даскал: пер! той ду(ои APavaciov V (27) 


3 АроШпапиз Laodicenus, Epist. ad Episcopos Diocaesarienses: epistula hic primo inventum 
(Lietzmann 255, 1. 15-256, 1.17) 

4 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Gregorius Thaumaturgus), Fides secundum Partem, 30-1 
(Lietzmann 178, 1.8-179, 1.10). Cf. etiam: 


V 3 4 Atoxatoapia V 17 ante o0páviov add. xai Mai 


4 27 ante влед1) add. ка! Apoll — mapqgvóxAmoav V* — ávarpémew ... 


дуатроп? хоробитев THs птістєа иу THs eis Apoll. cod. М 


\ 3 ЗА 
TNV eis: еп 
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III. BY APOLLINARIUS: FROM AN ANCIENT 
COPY FOUND IN THE LIBRARY OF THE MOST HOLY 
BISHOP ANDREW OF SIDON 


То the reverend lord bishops in Diocaesarea, greeting in the Lord. 

We expected, after sending you letters of respect, to receive similar letters 
from your love, my reverend sirs, such as we always received from the blessed 
bishop Athanasius, who knew that we were in agreement with his teachings and 
were obedient on all points. But since you have not replied, we therefore 
concluded that the length of our epistle did not clearly establish our opinion for 
you; see, then, we write clearly here what would agree with your common 
teacher and mine. I say these things about the Incarnation, even though there is 
a great disturbance about what I say—not begun by us, but by others, about 
whom I will be silent. We confess that the Word of God did not dwell in a holy 
man, as happened with the prophets, but that the Word himself became flesh, 
not taking up a human mind, a mind capable of change and held captive by 
filthy thoughts, but a mind that was divine, changeless, heavenly; thus the Savior 
did not have a body without a soul, nor one incapable of perception or thought 
—for it would have been impossible, since the Lord became man for us, that his 
body was without intelligence; but being truly Son of God, he also became son 
of man. And being the Only-begotten Son of God, the same one became the 
first-born of many brethren. Therefore the Son of God before Abraham was not 
different from him who was after Abraham, but one perfect Only-begotten of 
God—perfect with a divine and not a human perfection. We confess that we 
share communion with those who think this way; but we do not communicate 
with those who think and write the opposite. 


IV. BY THE SAME AUTHOR: FROM “FAITH IN DETAIL” 


Since some have caused us annoyance, by trying to upset our faith 
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, е ^ ` 5 ` А 5 ^ ` е \ 2 
тісті Hav, THY cis TOV Кору Туаобу Христду ws Oedv саркодёута, 
л е 
amopaivovres айтду аудротох Өєф avvapbévra, rovTov xápw броћоуѓау 
^ š а у 
moiroúuela пер! THS mpoeipyuevys пістєаѕ, ёкВаААоутєс THY дтістору 
> ^ 
ávriAoy(av kai Tov eÜmpócorrov ат сҳтшатісид», TÒ Аёує От: Өєд< 
> Ка Y $ A > 4 e » td * 
ñv аудротоу бАо> ауаЛаВоу, епедитер GAos аудротоѕ où кадардѕ 
ápaprías ¿v тў mapovon wh, ката таз Графаҳ, 9ià тд ил) дбуоодал rats 
дебалв évepyeiais eis тайтду &yew Tas avroð, ка! did тойто ойдё 
> , / ^ * ле $ 3 , 4 L4 
еЛебдеров [B]Üavárov. Өєдѕ де capri єуодєіѕ avOpwreia кадардт €ye, 
тт» idiav évépyewav, voüs д ттутов Ov rÀv фихифи kai capKiKav 
табти&тозу, kal дубу THY сарка Kal Tas саркиказ китовьв Өєїк©$ те 
` 
Kal дгашарт тов, Kal où uóvov axpatyTos Üavárq, &ААд, ка Або 
бдуатоу. Kai ёстиу eis dAnOivds ó &capkos ву capki pavepwbeis, réAevos 
^5 ^ ` A / А ГА 7 > , / 4 
тӯ ауди? Kai Dela тєЛєідттти où дйо прдаста, où úo púoeis TéAELAL 
Kal’ ёаутд<, бт 


Scholion ad 4, ll. 13-14, où ŠÚo прдашпа ... Kal? éavràs: rà ws дто Гртуор(ои той 
Oavpatoupyod йттд rÀv AkepáAov профербиета V (27) 


5-6 (óÀos дудрамтов ... бооў): cf. Job 14.4, 33.9 (LXX) 


4 p. 560,1. 27-р. 562,1. 12 (ётє:7... бдуатот): Sev. Ant., Antijul. Ш (78, 1. 9-79, 1.3; tr. 66, 1l. 
21-5; ut Greg. Thaum.); ЇЇ. 8-10 (eds ... тобто): ibid. (82, ll. 12-15; tr. 69, Il. 11-14; ut Greg. 
Thaum.); ll. 11-р. 564,1. 4 (od идрор... révras): Conc. Chalc., Coll. Novar. 9, 4 (ACO II, 2, 39, 
П. 31-6; ut Greg. Thaum.); ll. 12-р. 564,1. 1 (ко! боти”... tpooxuveiv): Eulog., Or. 3 (23, ll. 16-19; 
ut Apoll., etiamsi Greg. Thaum. attributum); ll. 9-p. 220,1. 3 (ка! ёстіу... дуго): Leont. Jer., Ctr. 
Mon. (1873 C11-15; ut Greg. Thaum.); ll. 12-p. 564,1. 4 (kai оти”... riÜévras): Sev. Ant., Ad Neph. 
2 (19,1. 23-20, 1. 1; tr. 15,11. 21-6; ut Greg. Thaum.); Antijul. I (114, IL 16-21; tr. 88, Il. 22-7; ut Greg. 
Thaum.); ibid. (262,1. 24-263, 1. 5; tr. 202, ll. 17-23; ut Greg. Thaum.); ibid. HI (75,1. 22-76,1. 2; tr. 
63,11.29—34; ut Greg. Thaum.); ibid. (80,11. 2~7; tr. 67, Il. 8-13; ut Greg. Thaum.); ll. 12-p. 564,1.9 (ко! 
¿oru ... Хротой): Sev. Ant., Ctr. Gram. 1, 9 (99, 1. 23-100, 1. 8; tr. 78, Il. 15-25; ut Greg. Thaum.); 
ibid. III, 41 (289, Il. 10-20; tr. 213, Il. 12-21; ut Greg. Thaum.) 


V 4 1 post Kópiov add. тед» Apoll,Sev.Ant. ante Xpıoròv add. ròv Apollcod.V о: 
où Apoll, Sev. Ant. 2 dmogaívovres: биодоуобртев Apoll., Sev. Ant. post адтог add. 
дА Apoll, Sev. Ant. @e@ om. Apoll. cod. M 4-8 коі... Üavárov om. Apoll. Sev. 


Ant. 8 Өєд< ... аудротєѓа: Beds yàp саркодєіѕ avOpwrivy capki Apoll. Sev. 
Ant. 9 саркікфу kai фухикфу Apoll. cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14597 10 дуси: dyiwv 
Apoll. cod. M 12 post ддуатог add. "et mors est mortis" Conc. Chalc. «вв: Өєдѕ Apoll., 
Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant., Leont.Jer,Eulog. ó &capkos ... pavepwOeis om. Sev. Ant. Antijul.L Ш 
(63) 12-13 тво... тейвдтут: om. Sev. Ant. Antijul III (80) 13 беа 
TeAeiór nri: reÀe(q дедтут: Apoll.cod. M ой úo трбоото om. Leont. Jer. où’: ойде Apoll., 
Eulog. 13-p. 564,1. 1 теле... Aéyew om. Apoll., Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer., 


Eulog. 
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in the Lord Jesus Christ as God made flesh, asserting that he is a man joined to 
God, we therefore made profession of this faith we have mentioned, rejecting 
what would contradict it as lack of faith, even with its attractive form: saying 
that God was assuming a whole man. Our reason, surely, is that the whole man 
is not free from sin in this present life, according to the Scriptures, because he is 
unable to bring his own activity into harmony with God's, and is therefore not 
free from death. But God, united to human flesh, preserves his own activity 
pure, being mind unconquered by spiritual and fleshly passions; he leads the 
flesh and the actions of the flesh in a godly and sinless way, not only unmastered 
by death, but even destroying death. And he is truly one, fleshless but appearing 
in flesh; perfect with a true and divine perfection; not two persons, nor two 
perfect natures in themselves, because 
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` А $ # € v 4 ó ` ` ^ А: ` ey 
илде Qeuuróv dv0 viods Aéyew, илде тёссара проскъуеби, деди kai Үіду 
Өєод kai vidv avOpwrov kai Пуєдра ау», unde дуйрамтоу тро той ayiou 
Пуебиатов Soédlew—di6 ко! дуадеиат оцет ws aoeBovvras той 
8 
» > ^ , # РА А ^ ^ ` ^ @ o ` 
дудрентот бу тӯ heia доёоЛоуіа т.деутаз ето. той Өєод kai той Уго, про 
тод |С|Пуебиатов. AvOpwaov де óÀov дуаЛоиВатдиевтот отд той деоб 
прдв OWT piav фарёу екдотоу HUdY, TOY åyiaouévwv Kal“ THY биос» 
^ £ 
тод émovpavíov" ЛацВотдутет “dvOpwov” kai Ocorowovuévow трд 
броіоси той фбав: Kal аА Oeod, ката адрка, де дудротот, Коріоо 
Тифу loo Хрватой. 


[5] «TOY AYTOY»'EK TOY ПРО AYTOY КЕФАЛАТОҮ 


Оиодоуобиет éva деду аАтб.›дъ> ws uovápxqv, ка! éva Yiov, dAnOuvov 
деду ёё &лтбуой Oeod, исик тту marpuc]v дедтута ёҳоута— 
тоутести биоойспот TQ Патр!--кай év ITveüua &yvov pice ка! аАдєіа, 
тб тйутау букастікду kai дєото:ду, Опфрхот ёк THS одоѓаѕ той Өєой дг 
У(00. robs де 7 róv Yióv 7 то Пуебиа тд йуу kríoua Àéyovras 
> , ` ` А , ГА ` ел A ` 
дуодецат(ошеу, [D]kai robs um «та! more ффакоттав Tov Yiòv ў то 
Пуебиа. Tà де пдуто. биодоуобиеу потиата. kai добЛа, kai ктьойеута, 
е ` ^ 5 € ^ 9 е ГА СА ‚ЖЕ, £ x е À ^ 
бто Oeo дг Yiod, èv дуо Пуебиат: ка! дугоодеута. "Еті óuoÀoyobuev 

А ел ^ ^ ел 5 , ^ 0 3 3.2 LAN’ 1A , 
тд» Yióv той Өєод vidv аудротоо уєуєуђодол, ойк dvouatt GAN dAnbeia 

, £ > K 0 ГА M n L4 А 5 8 СА 

проодавдута сарка ёк Mapias Пардетоъ, kai eva eva теЛегот, ov дйо 
TéÀeua ўуорёуа, AVTOV 


4 6-7 (rv óuotcaw ... будротоо): сЁ 1 Сог. 15.49 

5 Apollinarius Laodicenus (Ps.-Gregorius Thaumaturgus), ibid. 27-9 (Lietzmann 176, 
1. 19-177, 1.12 et 178,1. 4-7) 1. 18-20 (Guoroyodper ... Парйетог): cf. etiam Thdt., Eran. 1, 
Test. 68 (110,1.24-5) 


V 4 1 иде: 0096 yàp Apoll, Sev. Ant, Eulog; ойде Conc. Chalc., Leont. Jer. ^ réccapas 
Leont.Jer, Eulog. post проскоиейи add. Aéyopev Apoll., Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer., 
Eulog.; postarpooxuveivAé yowevadd.“necenim fasest quattuoradorari”Conc.Chalc. 2 vióv 
дудреупот: дудроутоу Apoll., Sev. Ant., Leont. Jer. 2-3 итде...добд ен om. Apoll., Conc. 
Chalc., Sev. Ant. 3 wes: тойв ойто Apoll, Conc. Chalc., Sev. Ant. 4-5 peta ... 
Пуєдротос om. Apoll, Sev. Ant. 5 dvOpwrov ... Өєой: Ти в yap paper &vÜporrov 
уєуєуўђодол (усувуупсвал Apoll. cod. М) tov той деой Adyou прдв соттріау Тибо, to. тти 
dpoiwow тод émovpaviov AdBwpev kai деототйФиет mpós ópoiórgra тод катӣ. дси 
dAnOivod Үіод той @eoó Apoll., Sev. Ant. 8 ante дидропои add. viod Apoll. codd. Graec., 
Sev. Ant. Ctr. Gram. I 

5 10 ‘TOY AYTOY addidi ЕК: ПРО V 11 post броЛоуодџєу add. оду Apoll. 
cs povapyyny: шо» дру» Apoll 12 деду om. Apoll cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 14597 
14 rò: ту Apoll ?тарҳоуроѕі Өєодіғапѕр. Apoll | деой: Потрдв Apoll. cod. B.M. Syr. Add. 
14597 14-15 дг Yio от. Apoll 16-17 каї тод ... Пуєйшъ om. 
Apoll. 17 ante ravra add. аААа, Apoll. — «o? om. Apoll. 18 дг Угой: бїбт. Apoll. 
cod.M = dyiwpostIIveduaritransp.Apoll. — xaiom.Apoll.codd.Graec. 19 yeyervqobat 
Apoll. cod. M алла Apoll. 20 oápka post ITapÜ£vov transp. Thdt. cod. V Mapías: 


tis ayias Apoll.cod.B.M.Syr.Add.14597 anteIIapBévovadd. тв Thdt. évaom. Apoll. 21 ой 
... abrov om. Apoll. 
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itis wrong to speak of two sons, nor to adore four [persons] —God, and the Son 
of God, and the son of man, and the Holy Spirit—nor to glorify a human being 
before the Holy Spirit, and therefore we anathematize as impious those who put 
a man in the holy doxology after God and the Son, before the Spirit. We say that 
the whole man is taken up by God to save each of us, who are made holy and 
receive the likeness of the heavenly man, and are divinized so that we become 
like him who is truly God by nature, and who is man according to the flesh, our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 


V. <BY THE SAME AUTHOR:> FROM THE 
CHAPTER BEFORE THIS 


We confess one true God as sole ruler, and one Son, true God from true God, 
having his Father's divinity by nature—in other words, who is of the same 
substance as the Father—and one Holy Spirit in truth and by nature, who makes 
all things holy and divine, existing from the substance of God through the Son; 
and we anathematize those who say that either the Son or the Holy Spirit is a 
creature, and those who say that the Son or the Spirit at one time did not exist. 
We confess that all things are the handiwork of God, his creatures and servants, 
made through God the Son and also sanctified in the Holy Spirit. Again, we 
confess that the Son of God became son of man, taking flesh from the Virgin 
Mary not in name [only] but in truth, and that he is one perfect individual, not 
two perfect individuals united, the same individual 
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Yidv деой ка vióv дудротоо, шах ÚmóoTacu ка! ev прбасутог, kai ибат 
THY провкбупаш тоб Aóyov ка! THs саркдв: Kai дуадеиат! оцет Tots 
[1973 А] дбо Aéyovras ко! дьафдроив mpookvvijaews поіобутаѕ, pilav 
дейкт» kai ол дудротп ту, kai тойв проскоуодутаѕ Tov ёк Mapias 
дудрсупот ws érepov дута пара TOV ек Өєод дебу. Ошодоуобиет то таво 
тод Kupiov ката ойрка, ту” dvaoracw év дотйие: дєбтттоѕ адтод, 
avdBaow els obpavóv, rapovoíav épyouévqv év8o£ov ёт! pice: (утау 
Kal vekpáv, Kal wh aiwvi тфу ayralopeveny. 


[6] TOY AYTOY AIIOAINAPIOY-'EK TOY EIZ THN 
IIAPAAOXIN THX ATIOTASEQS KAI THZ ПІХТЕОХ 
AOTOY, (OY ‘H APXH, "TON 'EKIIEZONTA OEOY 
ANOPOIION KATEIXEN 0 АПАТНХАХ AIABOAOZ" 


Ei дудротос ёё óAokN pov kai дедв 6 айтдв, Tov ем ávÜpcwrrov ó до 8 5 
vols où провкииф, тду де деду mpoakvváv, ебрейфавтал TOV avrov [B] 
mpookuvar Kal ил) mpoakvvàv, бтєр ддбуотот. Ка! адтдѕ éavróv 6 pev 
дудротоѕ одх туобивтоз провкиуутду--00 yàp їсєВђсє:—6 де Өєдѕ 
cidws éavròv проакигутду: йдйуатоу де Tov айтду Kal mpookvvgróv 
éavrov eld€var kai ил): 49 татот apa. TOV avTov «ал Oeóv те ка! дудрсупоу 
¿£ бдокйтрои,аЛА &v цоубтут: суукрдтои pucews дек в сесаркаиеттв, 
Wore трд деду apopav adxwpiorov Tis саркдѕ Tots mrpookvvotvras, 


6 Apollinarius Laodicenus, Пе Incarnatione, seu in Traditionem Renuntiationis et Fidei: 
fragmentum hic primo inventum (= frag. 9: Lietzmann 206, 1. 14-207, |. 4). Il. 17-19 (dddvarov 
... cecapKwperns): cf. etiam Justn., Ctr. Mon., Test. 76 (19,1. 5-7); Doctr. Patr. 9, ХП (64, Il. 2-5); 
Niceph., Antirrhet. IV (2) (Spic. Sol. IV, 379,11. 26-30) 


pilav атботосии ка! om. Apoll. 2 post capkós 
add. пу dvéAaBev Apoll. 3 б0о Méyovras ка! от Apoll. 3-4 uíav дейкту кой ат 
avOpwrivyv: mâs дек?в ка! mâs дудроп тв Apol. cod. M 4 rovs om. 
Apoll тпроскоуодтєѕ Apoll. cod. V; проокигобитол сой. M 5 post @eóv add. оїдошєу 
yap Ort “Èv ápyij uev тр ó Aóyos ка! 6 Adyos ñv прдс Tov деду kal Өєдѕ Åv 6 Adyos’, 
yevój.evov де adrov dvOpwrov Sid. ту третерат owrypiav проскотобшет оўу, ws toov èv 
iow yevónevov TQ cowpat, GAN ws дєспбтту mpocAafóvra ту тод SovAov иорфти. 
Apoll. 7 áváflacw eis одратду: тїр els odpavods dvdBaow Apoll mapovoiav ... 


V 5 1 ante viðr’ add. adrov Apoll. 


ёудоёоу: тту évOofov айтой mapovoíav épyouévov (mepwepxouévov cod. M) Apoll. 
8 аугабоиеуст: dyiwv Apoll. 

6 11 «OY'H APXE» add. Mai 
êv таўтф Doctr. Patr. cod. C 
дебу те transp. Doctr. Patr. cod. E 
post дєїкӯѕ add. xat Doctr. Patr. cod. E 


16 óéom.Justn., Doctr. Patr., Niceph. 17 éavróv: 
18 éavróv elðévar: гол Doctr. Patr. cod. Е — elvax post 
19 доубтути: кєубттті pera тв Doctr. Patr. cod. E 





Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 567 


Son of God and son of man, one hypostasis and one person, and [we confess] 
that there is one adoration of the Word and the flesh. And we anathematize 
those who say they are two, and produce different kinds of adoration, one of a 
divine and one of a human kind, and those who worship the man from Mary as 
if he were a different individual alongside the God who is from God. We confess 
the suffering ofthe Lord in the flesh, his resurrection in the power of his divinity, 
his ascension into heaven, his coming glorious reappearance for the judgment 
of living and dead and the eternal life of those who are made holy. 


VI. BY THE SAME APOLLINARIUS: FROM 
HIS WORK ON THE TRADITIONAL FORMULATIONS 
OF THE RENUNCIATION [OF SIN] AND THE FAITH, 
«WHICH BEGINS», "THE DECEITFUL DEVIL HELD MAN 
CAPTIVE, WHEN HE HAD FALLEN FROM GOD” 


If the same individual is completely human and God, and the religious mind 
does not adore the human being but adores God, it will be found to be adoring 
and not adoring the same individual, which is impossible. And he himself will 
not, as human, consider himself adorable—for he would not commit sin—but 
as God, he will know that he is adorable. But it is impossible that the same 
person should know himself to be adorable and not adorable; therefore it is 
impossible that the same person is God and a human being completely. But he 
exists in the singleness of a mixed nature, divine yet made flesh, so that those 
who worship him contemplate God inseparable from the flesh, 
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Kal ил) дфорбт eis éva ше” ov проакитутог, eis érepov де проскърутбу, 
иде èv abr elvar Tov ие” ойк dvexdpevov тровкууеїобаи, Tov бе 
проадехбиетот TYV ет! owTnpia THY mpookvvobvrov mpookóvgaw, GAN 
éva elvat TÔ бут кота THY ол ovoiav, kat ovdauds úo Tivas èv 
mpoowrots бфедтфо кат” (да. итро Kal idias GË (as. , 

[C] «4EONTIOY» Орол ròv ил) wav pidroverkety ёууокбта unkéri 
ойесдол, Toúrois evAdyws дутєитє? дйуаобаь GAN e009, kai olov е теб 
даВ.дстов, пе деадал тӯ алдєіа, ка! пасолв YHpors диодоуеси os elev 
AmoAwaptov ai pevdds "oóMov, Ipynydpidv тє ка! AGavaovov 
emvypapopevar TOV émuoroÀ@v то: пер: capKwoews Абуши». Où хр) be 
Huds Oaupaler, el kai ot repi Одаћєут?уоу Kai oi пер: T. чабдеоу, рабпта 
évres Arrodwvapiov, ої uev то “6poovarov” броћоуодои, ot де адетоба:, 
Kal бифбтєроь ёк той SidacKdAov ОА Аоив катауоуіЌоутол. Kai yap 
коі QÀÀas doeBeorépas айтоб Aaoquuías exriferar ó QeoÀóyos 
Гртуврьов èv тў mpos Nexrdpiov miorod, ws ёк rv афтод Adywr- 
“AvaBeBarodras [D]yàp? quoi, “un ётїкттүтоу elva, тђу тарка кот 
oixovopiav тд тоб џоуоуєуодсѕ Угобтроатфдебаатет: шетаото:уєдсє, 
THs púoews иду, GAN’ èé дрх?в év TH Yi тт саркодт Скейт púcuv 
elvau” Kai ёт єітоу дъ уа, érdyer “Kai ойпо) тодто дешду: àAA то 
пдута хойепотатот, OTL абтду TOV иоуоуєуў Өєд», TOV криттђу тӣутоу, 
тд» apynyov Tíjs бо, tov кабарту той Üavárov, Вуттдиу eivai 
катаскєоаЃє, kal тӯ (dia атой дедтут: rò п4дов катадєёосӣол, Kal êv 
тў TpvQuépq Фкейт vexpwoer тоб афиатов кої тту бебттта 
соуалтоуєкро@ђуаі TQ сороті, Kal ойто Tapa той Патрдв паши ато 
тод Üavárov баолаот®ўуол rà 9 2Аа боа тростідто: roa raus атотіоаѕ, 
parpòrv ду ein dveEvevau.” | POSEE 

Où Baba ov ci Sid uécov THs éA&rrovos oe Beías, THS óuooúouov [976 
А]тӯ 0eózrmru тд oôpa усусуподал Aeyobans, èri tas uetLovs проекофег, 
ayvoia mpooAapBdavwy дутошат, ка! даеВегот aoePeig. Коё paiverat 
p.áAAov ó Тирбдеов «Ѓусл тфу rà бтёрртта Ths асєВєіаѕ kai padioupytas 
Üappovpévov- dv adrod yàp ка! rà состатіка отой урдицата. mpos rods 
Дотіко?с дорт тара. той ueyáAov Abavaciov Aafetv, ws ката THs 
aoeBeias 


Scholion Leontii 16-19 Gregorius Nazianzenus, Epist. 202, ad Nectarium, 10 (ed. P Gallay et 
M. Jourjon (SC 208), 90, Il. 14-17; PG 37, 332 B10-14). 19-26 Gregorius Nazianzenus, ibid. 
15-17 (ed. Р. Gallay et M. Jourjon, 92, Il. 15-24; PG 37,333 A7-16) 

V Scholion Leontii 6 <AEONTIOY> addidi 20 ante mávrwv add. rv Greg. 
Naz. 22 +ó om. Greg. Naz. (txt. codd. AS*DC) 
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and do not contemplate one individual who is not to be adored and another 
who is to be adored, nor is there in him one individual who will not allow 
himself to be adored and another who accepts the adoration, for the salvation 
of the adorers. But he is actually one, in regard to a single substance, and never 
two individuals, in persons that exist by their own standards and in their own 
rank. 


<Leontius:> I think that anyone who is not exclusively determined to win 
arguments will not think he can reasonably respond to these things any further, 
but will immediately, and, so to speak, without being forced, give his allegiance 
to the truth, and will acknowledge, with full conviction, that the letters or works 
on the Incarnation falsely labelled with the names of Julius, Gregory and 
Athanasius are by Apollinarius. There is no need for us to wonder, if, of those 
who follow Valentinus and those who follow Timothy, being disciples of 
Apollinarius, the one group confesses the phrase “of the same substance" [i.e. 
when referring to the human Christ] and the others reject it, and both contend 
with one another on the authority of their master. For indeed Gregory the 
Theologian, in his epistle to Nectarius, presents other, worse blasphemies of 
Apollinarius, quoting from his own words: “For? he says, “he insists that the 
flesh which was assumed by the Only-begotten Son in the divine plan of 
salvation was not something specially acquired, to transform our nature, but 
that there was from the beginning a fleshly nature in the Son” And again, after 
some further words, he says: “And this is not so terrible, but the most grievous 
thing of all is that he makes the only begotten God himself, the judge of all 
things, the author of life, the overthrower of death, to be mortal, and to have 
received suffering into his own very divinity, and that in that three-day death of 
his body his divinity, too, became dead along with the body, and so was raised 
again from death by the Father as well. As for the other things he adds to these 
absurdities, it would take long to recount them" 

It is no wonder, then, if he advanced through the intermediate stage of the 
lesser evil, in which he said the body is of the same substance as the divinity, to 
greater irreverence, adding ignorance to ignorance and impiety to impiety. And 
Timothy seems rather to belong to the group of those who were entrusted with 
the hidden mysteries of impiety and fraud; for through Apollinarius’s influence 
he was able to get letters of introduction to the Westerners from the great 
Athanasius, as one eagerly campaigning against Arius’s impiety, 
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Apelou апоидд от, kai map éxeivwv ws прдв ётіскотоу кошісасдол 
урдицата. MAX оюк eis TéÀos адто? 8:Ладєу ý oxevwpia- то дебтероу 
yap, wera ту» Адауасіоо co(umouv, ет! Рори талу стаЛе!5, 9éyerai 
THY те éavroO kaÜaípeaw kai той дтоате аттов Атоћуаріоо. 
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and to obtain writings from them for the bishop. But his intrigue did not remain 
unnoticed all his life; for being sent to Rome a second time, after the death of 


Athanasius, he received both his own deposition and that of Apollinarius, who 
sent him. 











Fragments of Uncertain Authorship, 
Attributed to Leontius of Byzantium 


Fragmenta Incerta 








574 Fragmenta Incerta 


[1] El8ós боти otov dvOpwrros, йттос, Bots: óuoiws yap ó Хокрдтув, каб 
д боб» отъ, yévos: каб" 6 дуттов Kal Aoyucós, ua pépeu, kab’ 6 де дудразпов, 
elos: ойто ка! návres дудротпо:. D'évos де Kat дгогрора. Kal eldos 
суиттротика, Ths екдотои єѓоіу ovaias: 8:0 ка! одоод Aéyovrat. Tò 
5 8 (Stov kai тд сиицВевукдв, епопо:с0ду, émeió1) Отдрхе: тиш TÒ де 
соиВеВуков пбрро» bra pet, reið тӯ Ev отарҳє, mh 8€ оўу dard pxer: 
тадта де ко! ywpiora коЛестол."Еот: pev оду то (vov тд ye)aoTucóv- TÒ 
де съцВвевукдв тд uéAav, rò kwetoÜau тд готаодол, тд кадтайол. | 

[2] Тоду ушошеуот вот! 6 okorós, TÒ хрїсцдо>, TÒ таракоћоубтцо, 
10 TÒ yunarov, ý Tá£is, 7) атодєіктіка) тод хари то: SNAWTLKOY той скотод, 
ý aitia, ётгурахрт). | Три: | 

[3] Opooúcios Өєд< Adyos r$ трооАлуфбєїсүү capki, 7) šrepooúouos; 
ИМ ei ше» óÓuooúous, ms où yéyove rerpàs 1 Tpis, терои 
порегакрдертов mpoowrrov; Tò yàp диофиев кої биоойстоу еп: ту mpós 
15 plav ovoiav дуауорёроу aróuwv Аеуссдол пефике, кал TOV Опоотдаесл 
TOV mÓ тд Ev ко! TO AUTO elOos йуофероцёусу TO биоойстоу коттуорестал. 
Ei ov биоойопов ó дедв Aóyos тӯ саркі, дбо сто Отоотдови: ei де 
érepoovatos ñ сдрЕ тод деоб Aóyou, as ob óúo púoers б Xpuordss 

[4] Ei Өєд< xai аудротоѕ Kal Kal ®иб$ ó Xpuoros pera THY évwow 
20 ФиоАбулутол, où тў adTH де pices ў от: дедв, тайту ст! xai avOpwros, 
mas ov úo picers als Beds Kai dvOpwros ó Xpiords; 


[1] Ср. Ammonius Hermeiou, In Porphyrii Isagogen (ed. A. Busse. Commentaria in Aristotelem 
Graeca IV, 3 (Berlin, 1891)), 32,1. 2-33,1. 16 

[2] Cp. Ammonius Hermeiou, ibid. 21, ll. 8-9 

[4] Cp.Leontius Byzantinus, Epaporemata 20 (supra, p. 324, ll. 6-9) 


[1] Excerpta Leontina 18 (infra, р. 583, Il. 15-22) 

[2] Ibid. 19 (infra, p. 584, Il. 1-3) f 

[3] Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus X (cod. Oxon. Thomas Roe 22, f. 220") [4] Ibid. 

[1] hewpmrd (= 4) 1 efdos ... Bods om. m 1-2 каб б: ka? ду m 
4 eiciv: éorivr 7 ёсті uev: есть pas г; éri was m ; я Wn 

[2] hewpmrd (= 4) 9 ywcopévcv wp 10 теб m той! om. rd Hrou 7) 
тдут тойот. т. 11 Ņ airia: tows 7 airias conj. scriptor in marg. d 

[3] Roe 22 15 ovoias cod. 
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1. A species is something like a human being, a horse, an ox; in the same way, 
Socrates, inasmuch as he is a living thing, is a genus, but insofar as he is mortal 
and rational, he is differentiated, and insofar as he is a human being, he is a 
species. Genus and difference and species complete the substance of each being; 
therefore they are said to be “substantial.” The proper characteristic and the 
accident are said to be added on to the substance, since they exist for someone. 
Further, the accident exists in that it exists in some places and not in others; 
these are called “separable” [characteristics]. An example of a proper 
characteristic is being able to laugh; of an accident, being black, moving, 
standing up, sitting down. 


2. To contingent things, we can ascribe а goal, usefulness, side-effects, legitimacy, 
arrangement, features that demonstrate the purpose or clarify the goal, an 
explanation, a responsible author. 


3. Is God the Word consubstantial with the flesh he took on, or of a different 
substance? If he is of the same substance, how did the Trinity not become a 
tetrad, with yet another person judged to be added to it? For being of the same 
origin and consubstantial is usually predicated of individuals referred to one 
substance, and “consubstantial” is predicated of hypostases which are referred 
to one and the same species. If, then, God the Word is consubstantial with the 
flesh, there will be two hypostases [i.e., named ‘Son’]; but if the flesh of God the 
Word is of a different substance, why is Christ not two natures? 


4. If Christ, even in your view, is confessed to be God and a human being after 
the union, but is not also human in the same nature in which he is God, how are 
there not two natures, by which Christ is God and a human being? 








576 Fragmenta Incerta Fragments of Uncertain Authorship 577 


[5] Е: ёк дедтптов ка! дудропбдтутов Ауорєу TÓv Xprorov 
cvvreÜetoÜa,, ка! адіафороу piv €or то ёк дєбтттоѕ kai дудротбтутов 
Aéyew Tov Хрьотду, тё тб KwAGOV yas, év дедтут: kai дудротдтути TOV 
Хротду диоЛоуобутаз, év дбо фйаваши айтду аколооӣос óuoÀoyetv, ei 

5 ил} пепасиерог kai pel bmokpíaecs то ву дедтут: kai дудротбтут: 
тёАєго> биойоувйи проатопебоде; 


5. If we say that Christ is put together from divinity and humanity, and it is 
equally acceptable, in your view, to say Christ is from divinity and humanity, 
what is there to prevent you, since you confess Christ in divinity and humanity, 
to confess as a result that he is in two natures—unless this is all a front, and you 
are only pretending to confess that he is perfect in his divinity and his humanity? 





[5] Cp. Leontius Byzantinus, Epaporémata 3 (supra, р. 314, 11.11-15) 
[5] Nicetas Choniates, Thesaurus X (cod. Oxon. Thomas Кое 22, f. 220") 


[5] Roe 22 3 duds: judas cod. 6 простговесодал cod. 
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Appendix III. Excerpta Leontina 
АПО ТОК AEONTIQN 


[1] Оп o) тадтду бпдатоопв ка! ёуотботатоу, Фотпер érepov одсіа kai 
évoúouov. Н pev yàp trdoracis тду Tiva NAOT, тд де ёуотботатоу тту 
oùolav: kai T uev Отвотаов прбсотоу дфор в: rots характтрьотико?в 
iuo. cL, тд де évuróorarov тд ил) «гол ado сииВевукодв ómÀot, тєр èv 
втеро exer тд elvar Kal ойк êv éavrQ) деорестал--тогайтал де пйсол ai 
MOLOTHTES, а! T€ OVOLWOELS Kal попоиоде:в каЛойиетан, Фи обдетера. 
дати ovota, тоитеот: праура[тоѕ) бреста ВА де! пер! тт odaiay 
дєорєтол, ws хрдџа е» срать, ка! ws етотпит èv луй. О rotvvv 
Aéymv, “Одк вот: púois дуупдататов, 8709805 ци Aéyeu од ит ёрӣ 
суштера(увь, тд ил) дуутдататоу соуйуоу eis тд йтбеотасьу [2005 A] 
elvar фапер ду et Tis ил) ол ‹Аёуоо apa їсхтиатістоу, dAnbes Àéyov, 
ётєіта cuvaryot, ойк ópÜds, тд схўра oôpa «уал, GAN ойк ev TH o@pare 
десоретадац. Ауотботатоѕ pêv обу фис, rovréorw ovaia, ойк йу ein o) 
ит *j pvots Urdoraats, дт иде дутьотрефе:. H uév yap бтдатао:5 ка! 
potas, ý 8 ісі ойк Сат: ка! йттбетасы< 1) еи yap pats TOV той «Тал 
Àóyov етдехетол: 1 8 Отдатайив, Kal тду той kab’ avrò «Гол: Kal 7) uév 
eldous Àóyov érréxeu, 1) де той rwós от, дтАотикт): ка! 7) èv kaÜoAucoó 
прфушотов харокт?ро. дуо, ý де той кошоў тд (дот атодіастєАєтах. 
Kai ovvróuws eizetv, фбаесов е” pâs Аеуоттал Tà диообопа, Kal Фу б 
Àóyos той etvat koiwós- Опостфавсв де Ópos 7 rà катд. THY púow реу 
тойта, дрдиф де дьафероута, [B]] та ёк дгафбрат picewv ovveoTdra, 
ту д тод рол кото от ара те Kal в» GAAHAOLS кектурета: ойто yé TOL 
nur“ kowcvobvra тод eva ox Ws соџтАтротікӣ THs ОА Аси obo (as, 
бпер боти” (де и еп! TAY обади 


[1] СМЕ 1: supra, p. 132,1. 19-p. 134,1. 20 


[1] hewpmrd (= A) 2 TON AEONTIOY d  AEONTION: AEONTINQN е 
1 post тайтди add. & обто: VOG 2 post дє add. ye OG 4 ómep: Órvmep m; 
ó VOG 7 mpayparos: преуца. Tó d; rp&yua УОС dÀ) дей dAAd eid розі GAN’ 
add. 6 V 9 алд: dAnbes V 10 eis:ei d то: Tov r 11 u) efvar post 
дохтийтотоу transp. G «уор addidi ex VOG 12 cvváyev Á (txt. VOG) тф 
om. OG 13 post ein add. тоте УОС 15 ойк бот: одкёт: УОС ka? om. G 
post pócis? add. — 5j г“ 16 émidéyerau: Оподехетав wp add: éavró O; éavróv 
ус 17 pevudsrm — SyAwrixdvhewpmd;dnAozixorr (txt. VOG) 19 cuvrómws 
мере аше Adyovrar add. кор УОС Aéyerar VOG 22 аА Лоис rm 
22-3 ойто... civar om. і 23 коіуоуодутал ері 
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ка! тфу одоод Kar’ abrdv каттуороуиёро», Oç ў êv обат TOLOTNS, 
Аєокбтте, pedavorns- пер ду Tis єброг kal èv дА: ив Доу де emi фууйв 
кол сфиотов, Фу kow) ии 1) omróoraois, lla де ў pious, kai ó Aóyos 
бийфоров. 

[2] Ог беттд< б THs reAetórnros бро$, б ие» ámAds Aeydpevos, 6 де 
oxéoet Весоробиетов. 

[3] "Отьейфбов:пайутдв fjv ó.Aóyos Tj ту ¿era 60o вдехето пергуракрти, 
ёстол тов awd Neoropíov табто Фу адтф, тд фоВегодал саркі [C] 
cvvámrew Kai бА дубрфт, iva ил) тергуродр?: el $ púce, ётреттбс 
ёст: kai длтєрїуролтто$ kai årabùs, kv ду сфиати уёлутол, olor ву тдъ 
tiov ris dzra0eías kai ravreM, ríjs àrpeiías Aóyov. Kai yàp oùs кбоцот 
ктібоу kai eis тбде тд oxfjua тод таутдѕ йуу abrov, ойк бута. првтеро, 
êk тоббтеркоаи(ои Kal Ómrepovaíov els тд периквашот roto 1) Сукдашоу 
вктептакйв qaívera, ка! ёк той oixelou дптергурфптои eig тд 
пергусурдрдал От” abro) eAnAvbas- obre ro(vvv obd€ mpdrepov пуйка Tov 
kóopov kai та Су ойтф пфута, TapHyayer, obre Dorepov őre TOY uéyav év 
ракрф Kdopov, тду avOpwrov, éavrQ mepiémmée, периеурйфи. Kal ті 
байра; "Отоо ye kai 1j той дудротоо умут оду áràâs кой Sid тд ди 
odpary Шот» elvar по xev тадта, Ад 8:0 тд пефокерол áo ye Kal 
Xopis соорото. 


[2] СМЕ 2: supra, p. 138, Il. 10-11 
[3] СМЕ 3: supra, p. 140,1.12-р.142,1.3 


; VOG, hewpmrd (= 4) [Ш 1-2 ds... weAavdrys: побтутев 8 авто kañoðvraı— 
aÀ2 os Tis Üarépov picews Kai обобаз ил) каб éavriv Bewpovuévns, ААА. perà rhs 
ovyKerpevns Kat суртефикиоз УОС 2 Фу GAdois, ид Аоу де: ёф? érépwv pev 
TpaypLarev, оўу киста де VOG 

[2] 5 post д:ттоѕ add. kai е 5-6 Ovrrós ... деоройиктов: диттду elvai тду ris 
теАвъбтптов дро, ка! тду uév dmAds Абусавал, Tov де èv oxéoe) ÜecopeioÜa. УОС 

[3] 7 post ei add. шеу ой» VOG Ту om. VOG тт: тфу wp. — évraófla: ви тёт VOG 
вдехето: ё8ёхєтол тд m; дехета УОС 8-9 ёотон... пергурофр?: Zora. тайто, ди abr де 
avrov, GAN’ од bia тђу прдв тд пергураттди ка! nabyròv обра. evwow, kal Zorat обтоѕ 
табутдв kai тергураттов, Kav ил) петоуде nde пергубураттал УОС 8 айту mr 
9 post ооуйттє add. rà 4® ил) от.е — пергурохрйвг ll mavreAjsd — mavreM, rhs 
om.V^* рові kat yap add. xai e 12 той паутов om. Vor 14 итептоков d 
ка т V 15 пергурауеурафва wp — obre où УОС 0086 obre VOG 
15-16 ývíka ... borepov om. d тди riv r 16 aóràv mr 17 éavróv mr 
пєриётттёємр ^ postmepieypágn add. ovre Uorepov d* 18 roóom.d 19 айту 
ante êv owuarı iter. d; om. e TAOKXEL: TTáo Xew г 
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[4] ‘От: дррутов дуто ват! ка! dvevvdntos uóvy 7) кат” oUoíav те Kal 

ovawdns Kal évurróoraros évoois. Пфв yap rà тосодтоу ката pio 
# ` ^ ГА 5 7 / А, / 

ma pnAAaoypéva Kal шокра) dimKiapeva ОАА Аонв те avvéB kat крадеута. 

ov суукехитта:, алда Kal ёсти Ev, ка! yuwpilerat д0о; 

[5] “Ore de? аутіотўуол ws of ту Evwow ил) кат ovaiav, алла кол” 
> z ^ 5 , мо у A 2 / > > ` ` 
évépyyeuav 1) evdokiav 7) ФАЛ та oxéow доуцат(ааттев, кат ойдет pèv 

^5 / 5 , ` * ^ ` * > F , ` 
тӯ aAnbeia ёууіЌоосі, тд де фейдов, полосу:дєс ду, éuepíoauvro: Toia yap 
ду єй) TavT?, Kal под тв Evwoews до. дувиатов, THs Оперфиойв Kai 
ибутв METS THY uóvqv ка! прота, 1) ил) та прдуцата. сохдєооса [2008 A] 
Kal eis тадтду ауоусо; 'O0ev кал доиий ен ётєісі por бт’ àv, айтФу THY 
To.avTyy evwow mpeoflevóvrov, тд “Qoúyyxurov просрбттутол Kal тд 
“дтрепто”. moíav yap kai bpopdcbar троп” адто?с д(колот èv TH 
Siaipéce: THY mpaypáro, Tas uev akias eis pilav a€iav cuyxéovros (od 
yàp ai а іол d£(a пот ду yévowro dovyxvTws, фотгер o00€ ai púoeus pia 
gtots дтрептсив), Tas 9 eEovaias ywpilovras; О? yap mpaypatwv évwois 
ý THs 010 evwats: 7) ойто) у àv Kal mávras то? тӯ де(аз AeAoyxóras 
д (аз eis raùròv аёорєу тӯ Belg одсіа, ко! dvo0 púoeis ёр екдатои тфу 
ayiwv доуџатісоџєу. (Tò yap тооду ris a€ias où пдуту хор е: тд. ката 
тт» аёѓау Oiáqopa, GAN бтбот àv elm, катд. тосодтоу ситен Kal TAs 

, 5 / ж. f ~ Э) ~ / ? , Ñ: 

ф00є1.) Е! дє тин єтєр тфу év TH Tpidds [B]ovvayar BovAovrat rots 
л 5 5 5 ^ ° , 
mapa тду Христду Аоито®$ бу{оу$, THs êv aceBe(a олту éarw é£ovoías- 
^ \ 
кєхрпиатікас: yàp део! тє Kai viol Oeod kai пуебиата, ауа, ката тд “6 
^ ^ 4/3 
KoAAdpevos TQ Корі ву пуебид стаи” 


[4] СМЕ 7: supra, p. 164, ll. 16-19 
[5] СМЕ 7: supra, p. 166,1. 1-23 


VOG, hewpmrd (= 4) [4] 1 post dppyros add. yàp УОС бутоѕ post ёст) transp. G 
ибут om. е 2 post катӣ add. тт VOG 3 paxpds д:орісрёуа. d°; uakpás 
Guo piapévo, d^ 4 cvykéxvra. eVOG 

[5] 5 бес дупот?раи s om. УОС б ante oxdow add. толту УОС 7 тӯ: тт 
mr душ  postépepícavro add. GAXois GAAnY Tiva uotpay айтой парастасӣшєуог, kai 
els ëv дА Лов éA06vres тў атотєйбє: тв dÀgÜeías VOG 8 тайт: abry VOG пой: 
mas VOG 9 та Пеги 12 роѕіудрайі. д9 ОС тӯ: трупи 14 уёуото G 
15 ras 8 é£ovoías: ras де ovoiasdVOG ой: 6 wp 16 ÀeÀoxóras AVG"; AeAaxóras O 
17 déwpevVG 18 doypariowpev hwpVOG; doypariowpas mr (txt.ed) 19 ety: 
fort. legendum ў xai om. wp 20 post piceis add. où yàp 01) mávr: adras хорісєь 
тоб cwvámrovros ил) пбутт keywpiouévov. 'Orróaov yàp peréxovot THs аз, ueréxew 
ópe(Aovo: ка! THs тоб Adyou gicews VOG post érépw add. трӧтф 
TÀvévom.d  BodAovrau BovAowrod 22 of Peoi re ко! oi viol Qcob wp 23 røv 
kupicov mr 
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[6] “От, фпоси, eer rods àÜcovs Neoropuavo)s ei8évas бта el Kal тд 
éfaiperov ris zouc(Àms Savos прават: rots Ómeprépow mpós той 
Офециеуоив, аЛа коду тд ёрбтаои тўс évepye(as xd propa ка! THs QË (as 
дФртиа: Kat 7 KaKeivous perà той eo0 Aóyov ў et ye BovAovrar évds TOV 
êv TH Трад, Üecpovpuévow, 1) kai óÀms THs сєВасшіаѕ Tprddos, els дуо 
cuvámTew poets, ка! ÓÚo Ù трєї 7] Téooapas broordoeis upetv, ? unde 
TOUTOV ETA THS фісєоѕ той деой Aóyov суубттєи [C] xai eis éva Ytóv 
ovvribévai Ñ óuwvúpws adrov попеСи, dis тду тротвтупот Yidv. 

[7] (От: uia бати pvo) viórns, é£ $ ката ueroy1]v пбса vidrys- 
ка! 8:0. тобто åváyry Tov дтосхедгаойеута rois Месторватоб ávÜporrov 
THs фисик?в werexew viórqros ў ris ёк yápuros yivouévns. 

[8] “От. тв кат oócíav évócecs peyadopdvus ктроттеодво + 
дева. 

[9] Ori тб» évóaeov kai ràv Siaxpicewy деттдв ó Aóyos. Tà ué yàp 
Tivcora4 Tots єїдєої, диђртта де rais Отостдаес, тё де Sinpyrat еи rots 
е!деоси, тушто дє Tais ®тоот@оєс ка! тду vwpévwv uev rois єс, 
дкрртшёуоу бе raís бтоотйоеои, «уон» тё» Sinpnucvev ет rots єїдєсї, 
ўуорєроу де тайв бтоот@&оєсо„ та uév дт ту exer THY Evwalv тє kal THY 
Siaxprow, rà де oÚvÜerov- пер! èv оду rv апАафи ёҳбутоу riv Sirrhv 
oxéaw, rà уйу Myew арєісдо: o) yap THs mapovons oxépews ў ékelvav 
eis та ката шёроѕ é€drrAwors. Пері де тфу катё сбудеот [D] your 
сиитАокти T) kpâĉow T] évwow 1) órws more pidov kaAetv тд< одои0є15 
тфу érepoeibÀv oxéceus Aekréov Ти, rots дуоцатошфхонв катаћтобох 
тд, Ws адтоі уошіЌооси», eupavrikwrépas 1) куриютеров rv отшасифу. 
Od yàp екдоуйв Aé£ecv їн» охойт, вт: rò voetv érrevyopevors. 


[6] СМЕ 7: supra, p. 168, Il. 1-8 
[7] CNE7: ibid., IL. 10-12 
[8] CNE 7: ibid., 1. 20-21 


УОС, hewpmrd (= A) [6] 1 post ебе: add. yàp УОС — Neoropiavoós om. УОС 
4 roü:roUsd ^ kákeívascodd. «ЕобУОС  5ante Tpddvadd.dyiaVOG оевавшоууос 
7 robrov V 8 ante ovvriðévar add. УОС 

[7] 9 бт ша... ulórms: mâs yàp ovens tis qvoucijs viórgros УОС 
10 ка: д:й roÜro om. VOG rois Neoropiavois: aürots VOG 

[8] 12 post т< add. де VOG 

[9] 14 postróv'add.8e VOG 


ёё om. УОС 
11 ris: fsm 


14 uévom.VOG 17-18 ajyovv... Ómrooráoeco 
supplevi; cf. Loofs, 67 18 тр? om. O 19 oóv om. wp 20 дфоргово d 
21 «5 om. d розї é€dmAwors add. ка! dAAws тт rv moÀÀ@v Siagebyer уифайи те Kal 
шабест VOG post ката add. 77v d 23 rods óvouarouáxovs О 24 одтду г 
иратикотераз С 25 ји от. O 
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Ту roívvv ойа:сдФв дтарубутоу kai KAT одсіау éevounvev TQ uév kai 
Th voce: ace tov iov тв пр есв Aóyov, rà де ovyyet те kai 
é£agaviLei «aÜrÓw, THY дкрбтута. TAY hvwuévwv Лицолтдиета. THv оду 
/ е yg / Vue > 4 4 $ а Ë > 
протерат T) пет аЛ Лоу Kal èv GAAHAoLs Dewpoupevy oxéous Ev шеу тёё 
э / > ^ Y sq » ЕА а ^5 ^ В A 5 , 
djuporépcov атотєАє?, kal ws dv ris ето, €v «уа: TQ) дрдид) дтоде! [2009 
` ГА ГА ^ e # J ^ 5 ^ ^ £2 £7 
A] куус TÒ бийфоро» офбооса Tis dma pfews év тф тадтф THs EvOTNTOS. 
Kai rovrov порддесуца. èv цер (0015 ó каб ñus dvÜparros, év де rois 
дт ос 1) фискоб оошо Т} TOV айвупостатаз kai ка ёалтд, elvai 
Ў 4 » M £ Ф е ` + x ^ 
дъгата mpós аЛАтдћа roid oyéous. Otov ет: Лацтабов ёст: lewphoar 
x ` / > е M v ` РА е , ^ А 
dAdo џёу yap éoru 7) Opvadris, érepov де талу т) pàoywðns той тордѕ 
ovoia. 

[10] “Ort xabdAov фара, ойде» rÀv évovuévov тропт 7 oúyxuouv 
bpiorarat, и) одх! ékarépov тфу évovuévowv maðnrıkàs éxovros 
подтптаз. Ту yap «wr» rovrov 7 pev SpacTHptos потоал йу Kal où 
Tabor, 7) де mabnrixy табо àv Kai où драсєієу. 

ө, ^ А \ \ , у > A Ë ^ £ 

[11] “Ori det то ката THY дєіоу atoÜmou акоостікду Пр” кадарол 
mavros дхйоив, той ек mpoÀñiecos ovviorauévov ка! дтокофобитов TOV 
ходу, 791) де тд Kal THY ua própov тд vépos дтодёёасдӣои. 

ө, > \ 5 > ^ / > / > / * $ 

[12] “Ori daeBys ойк од Стол трдсотоу èvriuov, dojpous де Kat [B] 
ойк èyvwopévas xpnoets mpoKkopilovar. Ае бдтоват прфтот бть и?) TOV 
Потера eiciv ai хрђоє TÀv éykpírow, ка! róre éxeivas ås pact 
mpoayeTwoar. 

5 ^ е ` t Y £ А ^ ха ^ 

[13] Одкоду 6 rovs Ilarépas ил) дехдиетов, той 9uagavets те Kal ву TH 


[9] CNE7: supra, p. 170, Il. 3-25 
[10] СМЕ 7: supra, p. 172, ll. 19-22 
[11] СМЕ introductio ad florilegium: supra, p. 176, Il. 11-13 
[12] сЕ СМЕ, introductio ad florilegium: supra, p. 178,11. 2-5 
[13] СМЕ, introductio ad florilegium: ibid., 1. 16-18 


VOG, hewpmrd (= 4) 
voovpévwv A (txt. VG) 


[9] 1 post кай add. тд С évovuévov: ńvwuévwv О; 
кой: Kav VOG 2 Aóyovante rs Urdpfews transp.OG тє 


om, m 3 дро в G <adrow suppl Evans (42, n. 52)  Avpauvópoiwa m 
4 ri TOLD 5 ту: тдушг дєікуос:О 6 афбоисо: оф ботта.сойй.; corr. Evans 
(46, п.57) évom.O  тойтф:обтфмр 8 7: ка С 9 post ofov add. ws УОС 


10 Ado: GAAovm post yap add. rı VOG 

[10] 13 вкатерат G бусшвуст d 
supplevi e VOG 15 8páco.O 

[11] 16 дєѓот. VOG кабарта 

rd тди TO m 18 709 дє тб: 7 де(дето m 
бподебаодол om. VOG 

[12] 19 доеВув...сутиои:“Йаевтв yap, той», “és ойк 106001 прдасутоу évr(uov" УОС 
20 post éyvwopevas add. ws ёё adrav 1) érépwv, rovrois évavrías VOG прокои(фо VOG 
дебата УОС 20-2 бт. ил}... Tpoayerwoar: бт ш) abrat ёкєіроу одсал т›ууйуоио! 
Kat обтов éxeivas de€aipeba УОС 21 äs iter. d 22 npocayérwoav wp 

[13] 23 reom.e тӯ: туш 


éxóvro» С 14 тфу: тойтат d «up 


17 mavrós: паттдв ékkaÜápeuev VOG ахбо 
кої om. VOG тд om. УОС 
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ExkAgoíg той Өєод перВоттоив, дА ávribuvrarróuevos Toúrous, 
m pogavós TH д:атауў тод деой дудестике. 

[14] Kai r(8et Méyew пер! т?в кат odciav ка! офаиодоив évidcews, rhv те 
piav brdoracw ту 800 púoeco; 

[15] Kai бт. та тогайта ris Stapopas бута, SnAwrikd тфу odowwdds 
ývwuévwv púoewv тод Xpiorod. 

[16] Отрдтов дпдадт) тв Evddcews obawwdds ВАХ o) оуетикдв yéyovev- 
ws «Гал ev тӯ reÀe(q. дубротбтуті: тду Adyov, впер èv пити “ó gow 
avOpwrros’, ката róv AmóoroAov, ovvvpeoráós, kal els тду той ёоо брор 
соутєАду иетд тту évoouw. 

[17] Епедттер, ws čpnuev, ил) пер! Aé£ev т} дашт èoriv hiv ВАЛА 
пер оти TOY zrpoyyu,d+eov ка! THs прдв GAANAG тобто evdaeds те xai 
ovugvias, Tv oi Патерев obowwdds усусупадал éppóvmoar, Neorópuos де 
осхетиктр re kai ууюнакту тайтти єїс@уєн. 

[18] "Ort et8ós дати olov &vOpwrros, ios, Bods: ópoiws yàp ó SwKparns, 
каб à Сфоу, ват: yévos, каб” б Ovynrds Kal Aoyucós, Siapéper, каб 6 де 
avOpwrros, elÓos- ойто кай mávres dvOpwrror. Геров 8ё kaè Siapopa Kai 
<idos сит тротикд. тв ékáa rov elalv одсѓаѕ- 8:0 Kal obo1ddy Aéyovrat. 
То де 16.07 ка! тд cun BeBmicós, émovaiddn, впеба) ómápye: тил: тд 8€ 
суцВевтков тбрро drdpyer, eed) тӯ uev бпдруеь, m $ ойу бпбруєг 
тата, де ка! xwpiora кайестол. "Есті pv обу тд (8ov тд уєАаттькбъ: тд 
де сииВевукдв тд uéAav, тд коребодал, тд їстасӣа, тд kaboblar. 


[14] DTN 42: supra, p. 442,1]. 3-4 

[15] DTN 42: supra, p. 440,11. 9-10 

[16] DTN 42: supra, p. 442,1. 13-р. 444,1. 3 

[17] DTN 42: supra, p. 444, IL 10-14 

[18] Fragmentum incertum 1: supra, p. 574, ll. 1-8 


УОС, hewpmrd (= A) [13] 1 GAN артидіататтбшєуоѕ тобто om. УОС 
2 той Өєод ante д:атауў transp. OG 

[15] 5 óvra:ór àv O — post SnAwrixd add. ў O 

[16] 7 ой:00кФ yeyovæs VOP 8 тои Adyov om. Р 9 ópeoros e 

[17] 11 ёле) P — ¿@muev: ёфти VOP 13 Neorópios: бие VOP 14 те om. P 
ууацакти: dyvopuucv О  вадув: eloáyere VOP 15 «16 ... Bods om. m 
hewpmrd (= 4) 

[18] 16 каб 6:: каб ду m 
Фото ид< r; ет: uàs m 


18 eiciv: éorivr 20 торро m 21 dori pev: 
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[7 ^ £ э ` е ` ` T ` À Ө 
[19] "От: тди ywopévov ёстіу ó скотдѕ,тд хрбациот,т0 поракодоббуца, 
A ^ £ M ^ 
TO уроо, т) Tá£is, 1) дподектикт, TÒ той хари Tiro, дуАотікду той 
^ > / 
окотобў,ту air (a, 7) émvypapy. 


[19] Fragmentum incertum 2: ibid.,1l.9-11 


hewpmrd (= A) [19] 1 yivwpévwv wp 2 теб m «rò addidi тод om. 
rd — ZrouTjróvm rto om. m 3 та то: tows 7) airias conj. scriptor in marg. d 








Appendix IV 


A tabular comparison of the extracts in Leontius’s florilegia with the florilegia 


of other 


Symbols 


Ж Ж OB S sr a GE 


z 


о; 


ancient authors. 


same incipit and explicit as extract in Leontius. 

extract begins before Leontiuss incipit, has same explicit. 

extract has same incipit as that of Leontius, ends after his explicit. 
extract begins before Leontius incipit and ends after his explicit. 
extract begins before Leontiuss incipit and ends before his explicit. 
extract begins after Leontiuss incipit and ends after his explicit. 
shorter extract, contained within that of Leontius. 

extract only mentioned (in summary by another writer), of uncertain 
extent. 

two extracts, separate in Leontius, are connected in the other 
florilegium. 


For abbreviations, cf. key to the apparatus of Leontiuss florilegia. 
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FLORILEGIUM 





ir 
eo 
e 

ex 

=ч 

М 

N 

N 

t 

[Те] 

«и 

са 

м 

о 





XI 
A 
шин 
1 
иж 
па 














oj L | | 
e| | | | 
м, р ро 


I 
x 
wn 

= 
A 
М7 










г 





4 






| 
T 
T 





вата = Е 

из ш 

ML М w зазззе set зае 
— 





(Columns 67-88)—continued 
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(jj) | GEORG. КАРН. 


(kk) 





ANAST. SIN, Hod. X 


(1) | Doctr. Patr. 
(mm) | JOAN. DAM., Ctr. Jac 












THEOD. BAR KONI 
(оо) | NicEPH., Antirrh. П 
(pp) | EUTH. ZIG., Pan. 








FLOR. MARC 573 
(ss) | B. M. SYR. ADD. 12154 


(tt) | B. M. SYR. Аро. 12155 


(uu) | B.M. SYR. App. 12156 
(vv) | В.М. SYR. ADD. 14669 








(qq) | THEOR., Disp. 
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Agapetus of Rome, Pope 19 

Akoimetai (= “Sleepless monks”) 32; 
(n.190) 

Alcison of Nicopolis 52 (п. 345) 

Ammonius Hermeiou (6th century 
commentator) 30 (n.175),53,91, 
94 (n.519) 

Anastasius 1, Emperor (491-518) 2 

Anastasius of Sinai 14,57 

Andrew of Sidon 52 (п. 344),71 

Anthimus of Trebizond, patriarch of 
Constantinople 19 

anthropology, theological 40 

Antioch, city of 6 

Antipater of Bostra (critic of Origen) 9f. 

“Aphthartodocetists” 39-41 

Apollinarian school 50-2 

Arians 7 

Aristotle, Neoplatonic commentaries on 3, 
77 

Athanasius of Alexandria 51,81 


Balsamon, George 48 (n.321) 
Barsanuphius,monk 15 
Barth, Karl 74 

Basil the Cilician 22f. 


Canisius, Heinrich (editor) 98 
Chalcedon, Council of (451) 1 
Christology: corruptibility of Christ’s 
human nature 42-4 
double consubstantiality of Christ 38 
formulas: “from two natures” 38f. 
natures distinct “only in concept” 35, 
38 
“one nature of the Word, made 
flesh” 38 
manner of union 31,36, 44,47,76 
models of 2, 14f., 36, 38 
terminology of Chalcedon 75 
Collatio of 532 with non-Chalcedonians 17 


Colonna family, Rome 78 

conceptual distinction of natures 35 

Councils, Church: Chalcedon (451) 1 £. 
Constantinople I (381) 1 
Constantinople II (553) 66, 76f. 
Nicaea (325) 1 

Cyriacus, monk of Judaean desert 14 

Cyril of Alexandria 2,47, 80 
Against Diodore and Theodore 67 
Thesaurus de Trinitate 81 


Cyril of Skythopolis 6-18 


De Sectis 16,57,73 

Didymus the Blind 7 

Diodore of Tarsus 6,45-7,65 

Doctrina Patrum (eighth-century 
florilegium) 16,56-8,67£.,92f. 

Domitian, abbot of Martyrius (later bishop 
of Ancyra) 8ff.,11,12 (n.65), 19 


Enhypostatic natures 28 (n. 159), 73-5. 

Ephrem of Amida, Patriarch of Antioch 3, 
10,40,57 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum 65 

Eusebius, presbyter (тбтаѕ), treasurer of 
Church of Constantinople 8, 10, 17 

Eustathius, monk, defender of 
Chalcedon 78 

Euthymius Zigabenus, twelfth-century 
theologian 16,54, 58, 93f. 

Evagrius of Pontus 7,17 

“Excerpta Leontina" 53, 89 


Facundus of Hermiane 6 (п. 29), 12 (n.65) 
Firminus, monastery of (Judaean desert) 8 


florilegia іп Leontiuss works 54~72 
anonymous: Cod. Lenin Gr. 131 57 (n. 
369) 
Cod. Marcianus Gr 131 57 (п. 368) 
sources of florilegia 54-56 
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Gaza, synod of (539/540? 542?) 10 (n.55) 
Gelasius, abbot of Great Lavra 9f. 
George, abbot of Great Lavra 11 
Germanus of Constantinople 27 (n.149) 
Great Lavra (Judaean desert) 8f. 

Gregory of Nazianzus 38 

Gregory Thaumaturgus 51 


Harnack, Adolf von 73Е 

Hombergen, Daniel 13 (n. 70), 74 

“Home Synod" of Constantinople, 536 18ff 

Hypatius, bishop of Ephesus 8 (n. 44), 10 
(n. 55), 17, 52f. 

hypostasis 27ff., 76 

hypostatic union 76f. 


Ibas of Edessa 6 
incorruptibility of Christ's humanity 40-44 
Innocent of Maroneia, Letter to Thomas 17 


Januensis 27 (manuscript in Genoa) 80 
John of Caesaraea 3,40 (n. 265), 57, 62 
John of Damascus 16, 57f.,93 
John the Hesychast (monk, disciple of 
Sabas) 9 
John of Skythopolis, “neo- 
Chalcedonian" 22,52 (n.345) 
(Ps.-) John Maron, Libellus Fidei 58 
John Maxentius 3 
Julian of Halicarnassus 4f., 39f., 42 (n. 276), 
62 
Julius of Rome 51f. 
Justin I, Emperor (518-27) 2 
Justinian I, Emperor (527-65) 2f., 5 
Christological position 40, 52 (n. 345) 
Christological writings 57,78 
edict against "three chapters" 12 (n.65) 


Laudianus Graecus 92? (manuscript in 
Oxford) 79f. 
Leontius of Byzantium, life of 3-25 
Adversus Fraudes Apollinaristarum 50-3, 
70f. 
at collatio of 532 17 
at “home synod" of 536 20f 
author of the six treatises 15-17 


Christology of 49,72-8 
chronology of works 49 (п. 326) 
"collected edition" of works in 
antiquity 50 
Contra Aphthartodocetas 39-44 
Contra Nestorianos et Eutychianos 
27-32 
Deprehensio et Triumphus super 
Nestorianos 44-50 
designation of author in works 4 
early life and education 4 
Epaporémata (Thirty Chapters against 
Severus) 37-9 
Epilyseis (Solution of Arguments of 
Severus) 32-7 
florilegia in works 54-72 
fragments attributed to Leontius 53-4 
manuscripts of works 78-88 
Mary, understanding of 42 
name common in sixth century 15 
opponents, allusions to 5 
Origenism of 12-15,48 
passibility of Christ in humanity 42 
political strategy 48-9 
scholia in manuscripts 94-6 
“strict Chalcedonian” 75f. 
“substantial union” in Christ 77 
terminology 77 
works 4,25-54 
Leontius of Jerusalem 57,73 
Liberatus, archdeacon of Carthage, 
chronicler 11 (n.58) 
Loofs, Friedrich 73 


Macarius, patriarch of Jerusalem 11 
Mai, Cardinal Angelo 96 
Marcianus, monastery of 9 
Marcianus Graecus Z 575 (manuscript in 
Venice) 83 
Martyrius, monastery of (Judaean desert) 8 
Mary: possessed normal human nature 42 
Maximus Confessor 78,79 
Melitas, abbot of Great Lavra 8f. 
Menas, Patriarch of Constantinople 11 
(п. 58), 18f. 
“monophysites” 7 
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Nature: definable reality 76 
relation of human nature to the 
supernatural 43 
as uniting many hypostases 30 
Nature of Christ: composite? 34 
distinction of natures 35f 
singular? 34 
Nicephorus I, Patriarch of 
Constantinople 57,93 
Nonnus, monk of Judaean desert 7f., 9f., 
11,17,94 
“Neo-Chalcedonian” Christology 2, 
13,49 
Nestorians, sixth century 6,32,46 
New Гауга (Judaean desert) 7f., 9 
Nicephorus 1, Patriarch of 
Constantinople 57,93 
Nicetas Choniates, twelfth-century 
chronicler 54,94 
number, as individualizing generic 
substance 33,38 


“one composite nature" in Christ 34 

Origen, condemnation of (sixth 
century) 11,48Е 

Origenists, sixth century 6-15, 48f 

Otto, Stefan 74 


Parisinus Graecus 1335 (manuscript in 
Paris) 82f. 

Parisinus Suppl. Gr. 163 (manuscript in 
Paris) 80, 84f. 

Paul of Samosata 46 , 67f. 

Dialogue with Malchion 82 

Paul the Tabennesiot, Patriarch of 
Alexandria 10 

Pelagius, Roman deacon 10 (n.55), 11 
(n. 58) 

Peter, bishop of Apamaea 19 

Peter, Patriarch of Jerusalem 10 

Phillippicus Graecus 80 (manuscript in 
Berlin) 82 

Philoxenus of Mabbug 23 (n. 136) 

Photius, Patriarch of Constantinople 78 

Possevino, Antonio, SJ 98f. 

Proclus of Constantinople 47 


properties, natural 39 
prosópon (perceptible role, “persona”) 76 


Rabbula of Edessa 47 
relationship, category of 30, 38 
Relton, Herbert 74 


Sabas, St 7f., 18 

Salviati, Cardinal Giovanni 78,97 

Saoli, Filippo, bishop of Brugnato 81 

“scholastic” theology in sixth 
century 3 

“Scythian monks” 3 

Serapion of Thmuis 80 

Seripando, Cardinal Girolamo 97 

Severus of Antioch 4,19, 33, 53 (n. 344), 57, 
62f. 

“singular natures” 34 

Sirleto, Cardinal Guglielmo 97 

Sirmond, Jacques 82 

“Sleepless monks”: see Akoimetai 

Sophronius, abbot of monastery of 
Theodosius 9f. 

soul-body analogy for two natures in 
Christ 29 


Theodora, Empress 19 

Theodore Abu Qurra 81 

Theodore Askidas, monk of New Lavra 
(later bishop of Caesaraea) 8ff., 11, 
12 (n. 65), 19, 48 

Theodore of Mopsuestia 6, 45-7, 65 

fragments of works on Christology 65 

Theodore of Skythopolis, critic of 
Origen 14 

Theodoret of Cyrus 6 

Theodosius, Monastery of 9 

Theorian, twelfth-century 
controversialist 58 

“Three chapters" controversy in West 6, 49 
(п, 325) 

Timothy Aelurus, anti-Chalcedonian 66f. 

Timothy of Berytus, Apollinarian 70,80 

Titus of Bostra 80 

Torres, Francisco, SJ (Turrianus) 7,81, 
95-100. 
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“Hoplotheca” (theological armory) 98f. 
scholarly activities 97f. 
Trent, Council of 97 
Trinity: concepts related to Christology 38, 
75 


Union in Christ 31, 36, 39 
“final product” (apotelesma) 36 
not same as nature 39 


Valentinus, Apollinarian 70 

Vaticanus Graecus 2195 (manuscript) 
78f., 85f. 

Vigilius of Rome, Pope 10 (п. 55), 66 


Zachary of Mytilene 81 

Zeno, emperor (474-91) 1 

Zoilus, Patriarch of Alexandria 11 
Zoüras, Stylite of Constantinople 19 
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English Translation 


accidents distinguish hypostases 308f. 

Agapius, Apollinarian 542f. 

Andrew, bishop of Sidon 560f. 

anthropological model of 

Incarnation 134-41, 150-63 

Apollinarian community 526f. 

Apollinarius, hid behind Arian 

conflict 446f. 
revered teacher 542f. 
works 528-35, 542-59 

Arius 128f., 428f., 446f. 

Athanasius: rejected by “Nestorians” 416f. 
corresponded with Apollinarius 438f. 
used as pseudonym by 

Apollinarians 526, 558f., 568f. 


Barsaumas, disciple of Theodore 426f. 
Basil of Caesaraea 440f. 
begetting of Son as human 

impossible 486-91 


Cappadocian Fathers: rejected by 
"Nestorians" 416f. 
Cataphronius, Apollinarian 534-37 
"Catholic" Epistles rejected by 
Theodore 422f. 
Chalcedon, Council of: claimed by 
“Nestorians” 416f. 
rejects “Nestorian” Christology 444f. 
characteristics, natural 308-11 
hypostatic 326f. 
characteristics unite Son to Father, to us, in 
different ways 326-9 
Christ as new Adam 378-81 
called “Son of God” as a holy human 
being 476f. 
inadequate models of his personal 
unity 444f. 
must be like us to save из 348Е,354Е 


Chronicles, Books of, rejected by 
Theodore 424f. 

circumscription of Logos in 
Incarnation 140-5 

completeness of Christ's humanity and 
divinity 324f. 

"composite nature" in Christ cannot be 
simple 318-23 

composition 282-5, 332f. 

conception, bearing of Jesus by Mary 
352f. 

his gradual human development 384f. 

confusion of natures 168-75, 302f. 

consubstantiality of Christ with Father and 
us 324f. 

controversy with Antiochenes is about 
"manner of the Mystery" 442f. 

corruptibility of Christs flesh 364-9 

creed of Nicaea revised by Theodore 424f. 

Cyril of Alexandria 440f, 446f. 


death of Christ 366, 376f. 
difference not the same as separation 
316f. 
differences, constitutive 324f. 
Diocaesarea, Letter of Apollinarius to 
bishops assembled there 560. 
Diodore of Tarsus 494-9 
controversy with Apollinarius 554f. 
indwelling of Word in Jesus 494f, 
no “two births" of Son 496f. 
Christ Son of David 496f. 
saving purpose of death of Christ 498f. 
Christ Son of God “by grace” 494Е 
Christ Temple of God 496f. 
Diodorus, Apollinarian 534f. 
Dionysius, Apollinarian 548f. 
distinction of agents in sayings of 
Christ 488f. 
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division: actuality precedes concept 298f., 
302f. 


elements united: complete and 
incomplete 304f. 

Epiphanius of Salamis 434f. 

exchange of qualities 170f., 342f. 

exchange of names for Christ 476-9 

Eucharistic presence as test of 
Christology 492f. 

Eunomius 426f. 

Eusebius of Dorylaeum, Contestatio 500-5 

Eutyches 128f., 444f. 

Ezra, Book of: rejected by Theodore 424f. 


flesh of Christ: like my flesh 348%, 536-9, 
542-5 
same substance as God (according to 
Apollinarius) 546-9, 552f. 
formulas for speaking of union in Christ: 
less important than the realities 
united 444f, 
"one nature after the union" 292f. 
"one nature, from two natures" 314-17, 
330f. 
“one nature, made flesh" 294f., 320-3 


Gnostics 342f. 

Gregory of Nazianzus 440f, 568f. 

Gregory of Nyssa 440f. 

Gregory the Wonder-Worker (used as 
pseudonym by Apollinarians) 438f., 
526f., 558f., 568f. 


Hell: its punishments do not corrupt 
bodies 364f. 
Christ^not abandoned to Hell" 368-71 
heresies and synods 286-9 
Homonius, Apollinarian; correspondent of 
Timothy of Berytus 542-59 
human nature: one, although 
composite 150-55 
humanity of Christ capable of corruption, 
was not corrupted 368-71 
did not pre-exist Incarnation 306f. 
pre-lapsarian in qualities? 376-9 
“subsists in the Logos” 306f. 


undergoes normal human experiences 
and needs 344f., 350f., 372-5, 378f. 

works our salvation 346f. 

hypostasis, definition of 126f., 134f., 272f., 

308f. 

relationship to nature 
(substance) 132-5, 284-7, 
296f., 326-9 

possibility of two complete hypostases in 
Christ 144-7 


Imitation of Christ 380f. 
impassibility of Word 342f. 
Incarnation of Word, Apollinarian model 
of 560-5 
incorruptibility of humanity of Christ 342f. 
indwelling as mode of divine presence in 
Christ, us 454-8, 486f., 494f., 
508-11 
God dwells in Christ “аз in a Son" 456-9, 
490f. 
not simply by divine activity 522f. 
Introduction (тробєорѓа) 114-23 


Job, Book of 422f. 

John Chrysostom: rejected by 
"Nestorians" 416Е 

regained Theodore to monastic 

life 420f. 

Joshua, son of Nun 474f. 

Jovius, Apollinarian 534f. 

Julian (of Halicarnassus) 340f. 

Julius of Rome, Pope (used as pseudonym 
by Apollinarians) 526f.,558f., 568f. 


Leo, annihilated position of Eutyches 444f. 


Macedonius 446f. 
Manichees 342f. 
Marcellus of Ancyra 444Е 
Mary “bore a man like us” (Paul of 
Samosata) 504-7,510-13 
not transformed in body to bear 
Christ 350-5 
conceived Jesus by power of the 
Spirit 352f. 
miracles of Christ 360-3 
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mixing of soul and body requires divine 
power 300f. 
modality 162-9 


names, common and proper 328f. 
natural activities: related to preternatural 
and supernatural 358-61 
nature (substance): 
“one composite nature” in Christ 282-5 
nature and the conception (ézrivoia) of 
nature 290-3 
characterized by consistent 
qualities 306f., 314f. 
nature as generic and as 
individual 270-3 
natureandhypostasis:howrelated 132-5, 
178f., 326f. 
characterized by one intelligible 
substance 314f. 
nature and union 300f. 
Christ must be two natures after the 
union 324f. 
unique objects said to be one 
nature 284-7 
natures of Christ share qualities and 
experiences with each other 3647, 
"Nestorians": condemned along with 
Nestorius himself 446f. 
critical of monasticlife 416-19 
Leontius’s early experiences with 
them 412-15 
model of Christs person 444f., 476f. 
only recognize Diodore and Theodore as 
authorities 416f. 
political influence 416f. 
resemble modalist Trinitarian 
theologians 444f. 
Nestorius 128Е,342Е,436Е,444Е 
attitudes of current "Nestorians" to 
him 418-21 
sayings quoted 500-5 
number and individuation 272-7 
number not cause of separation 316Е, 
318f., 330-3 


oneness by union different from natural 
oneness 156f. 


Origen 438f. 
otherness of humanity and divinity 
318f. 


Paregorius 534f. 
participation of humanity in divine 
titles 478f. 
mutual participation of God and flesh in 
each other 546f. 
parts, perfect and imperfect 136-41 
Paul of Samosata 444f., 500-13 
followers (“Paulinians”) 530f. 
letter of synod condemning him 
506-9 
perfection, incorruptibility, given to us 
gradually by grace 382f. 
Photinus of Sirmium 444f. 
Polemius, teacher of Timothy of 
Berytus 534f,542f. 
political character of debates on 
Christ 126-9 
Proclus of Constantinople, refuted 
Nestorius 446f. 
properties belong to things, indicate 
natures 324f. 
Psalms, inscriptions of: rejected by 
Theodore 422f. 


Rabbula of Edessa, attacked by 
"Nestorians" 446f. 

relation, category of 316f. 

relationships defining Christ 146-51 

resurrection of bodies: union of incomplete 
parts 304f. 


Sabellius 128f. 
Sarapion (of Antioch?) 438-41, 542f. 
Severus (of Antioch) 340f. 
Song of Songs: rejected by Theodore of 
Mopsuestia 422f. 
sonship, natural 168f. 
soul of Christ necessary for our 
salvation 348f. 
soul-body analogy for Incarnation 140f. 
sufferings of Christ 354-7 
not due to sin on his part 358f. 
result of his human nature 358-61 
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supernatural does not abrogate the 
natural 358f. 
synthesis of two natures in Christ 288-93 


terminology same for Trinity, Incarnation 
(relying on Gregory of 
Nazianzus) 128-31,178Е, 276-83, 
304f., 318f. 
testimony of the Fathers 176-9, 270£., 
286-91, 296f., 326f., 374f., 386f. 
Theodore of Mopsuestia 420-37 
"assumed man" Christology 482f., 
490-3. 
baptism of Jesus the start of special 
relationship to God 464f., 478f. 
divided Christology 424f,430f., 472f., 
478f. 
exegetical positions 420-5, 450f. 
Eucharistic anaphora of 424Е 
grace given to Jesus to make him model 
for us 482f. 
indwelling, modes of 452-9, 470f., 482f. 
On the Incarnation, hard to find 448f. 
Jesus specially guided by Word 458-63 
Jesus led by the Holy Spirit 464Е 
Jesus’s fear of death 434f., 470f. 
Jesus's limited knowledge, virtue 432f. 
natures of God and man remain distinct 
in Christ 466-9 
problem text: John 1.14 468f. 
questions divine judgment 426f. 
rejects (most of) Book of Job, Song 
of Songs, inscriptions of Psalms, 
Books of Chronicles, Ezra, Catholic 
Epistles from Biblical canon 
422-5 
revises Creed of Nicaea 424f. 
similarity to Eunomius, other 
heretics 426f., 436f. 
temptations of Christ 480f. 


theological positions: creation, the fall, 
angels, Antichrist 428-31. 
union of Logos and human in 
ртоѕдроп 466f.,474f. 
works translated into Armenian, 
Syriac 428f. 
virtues of Jesus 480f. 
Theophilus of Alexandria 420f. 
Timothy of Berytus, radical disciple of 
Apollinarius 438f., 542f., 568-71 
torch, analogy of 170-3 
transformation of the natural: in qualities, 
not natural structure 360f. 


unconfused realities of humanity and 
divinity in Christ 316Е 
union, logical (and distinction) 168-71, 
326f. 
of divine and human contains the 
incommunicable 300f. 
does not abolish Christ’s natural human 
qualities 354-7 
manner of 162-9 
natural or by grace 168f. 
of natures, not of hypostases 294f. 
by relationship 166f. 
substantial, concrete union of 
essences 164Е,444Е 
substantial union denied by Paul of 
Samosata 508f. 
unconfused and inseparable union 166f., 
172-5, 302-5 
Uranius 534f. 


Valentinus (Apollinarian writer) 526f. 
virginal conception of Jesus: unique 554f. 


Wisdom dwelt uniquely in Christ 510-13 
Word acts as the “inner man" in 
Christ 444f., 508f. 


Greek Terms 


акёралћон (abusive name for 
anti-Chalcedonians) 270f. 

&xpa évwois 544 

дкрофАоабфоив 126 

аААо$, аААоїо$ 272 

дутубос$ тфу (диоийтет 170-2 

аудрототбкоѕ (title for Mary) 482-5 

andj óois 318 

длотёАєсро, of union 284, 294, 304 

дрха, прото àpyxa (of our 
understanding of Christ) 442 

ag0apros (of Christ's humanity) 340f. 


Staipeois 292 
didkprois 298 
diagopa 324 


Екдео:в сиџроуодса TÅ тоу ти 526 
Фуаутговокттал 128, 338 
évépyeva of God gives life to Christ's 
flesh 522 
ёуотботатоу 132-4 
évoixnats (of God in creation, saints, 
Christ) 452-8, 482f. 
бубтив Cwrixy of Word and flesh 556 
évwois (different from тд pice: év) 156 
@кра ёросиЅ 544 
causes Сһгіѕѕ flesh to be considered 
divine 544 
causes Christ's flesh to be 
incorruptible 348 
in category of тб прбв z+ 316f. 
7) кат одат те Kal одоиодтѕ kai 
уипботатов бронз 164; сЕ 444 
évwois Kal Опдстаси 520 
€vo9ts катӣ. oxéow 166 
péya шостђро» THs Evadcews 380 
Terewrarn evwos 552 
ётіуо:а 288-92 
as distinguished from évépyeia. 290 


émovpávios дудроутов (Apollinarian 
phrase) 564 

evdoxia (as mode of divine 
indwelling) 454-6 


деодбхов &vOpwros (referring to 
Jesus) 516 
дєотбкоѕ (title for Mary) 484,512 


idibpara (18:6тттєѕ) 
одсиотокої 308-10, 318, 
324 


Kpaots 552 
pépy 160-2 
шесіттѕ 506f. 
piés 172 


oikovopia 296 
биообатов TH Патрі кол Hiv (of 
Christ) 324,328,542-6 
does apply to flesh of Christ and 
Father 546 
does not apply to flesh of Christ and 
Father 528,534,538 


подутикай Suvdpers (of soul) 142 

падутбу (of Christs humanity) 364 

порддегуша. (Christ) 380 

пергурафт (of soul, Logos) 140 

прбсстот as focus of union in Christ for 
Theodore 466-8 


odpxwots (of Word) 532,554 

cvykaaráflacis in Incarnation 300 

avyxvais 168, 292-4 

суиВевукбта, 308 

сбудеа:в implies genuine plurality 282, 
318-20, 332-5 

ovvovaiwars 512 
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c xéceis (defining the hypostasis and фдартов (of Christs humanity) 340,364 
natures of Christ) 146-50 ф:Ло АФ; (applied by Leontius to 
corrnpío.in Christ 346 himself) 340 
фоокд табл) of Christ 376 
трдтов тв Evwoews 162-8, 300-5, gvots 130f. 
442-4 фос üvvrróoraros 130f. 
трбтто$ rov ÓÀov тод кота Хротду qois буупботатос 1324. 


pevornpiov 442 фӧсіс сбукратов 566 





